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8468, By Mr. PRALL: Petition received from Helena R.
Pouch, regent, Richmond Chapter Daughters of the American
Revolution, that the policy of the immigration act of 1924 be
continued, and particularly the permanent basis for appor-
tioning the quotas among the several countries in proportion
to the number of persons of each national origin, including
descendants now residing in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

8469. Also, petition received from the president of the Phile-
mon Literary Society, Isabelle Temple, Tottenville, Staten
Island, N. Y., that the policy of the immigration act of 1924
be continued, and particularly the permanent basis for the
apportioning of the quotas among the several eountries in pro-
portion to the number of persons of each national origin, in-
cluding descendants, now residing in the United States; to the
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization,

8470, By Mr. VINCENT of Iowa: Petition of Women's Auxil-
iary to the Railway Mail Association, Council Bluffs, Iowa,
urging support for the 44-hour week bill for postal clerks; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post- Roads.

8471. By Mr. WELCH of California: Memorial of California
Vineyardists’ Association, calling attention of the Committee
on Agriculture to the need of including perishable commodities,
such as grapes, ete, in farm-relief legislation; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

SENATE
TrUrsDAY, January 51, 1929

The Chaplain, Rev, Z€Barney T. Phillips, D. D., offered the
following prayer:

O Thou who hearest prayer, to whom all flesh shall come,
satisfy us early with Thy mercy, for Thou hast taught us that
ere our yearning has broken into speech Thou hearest us, that
no secret sigh of discontent escapes Thy listening ear. Give to
us an humble heart wherein we may enshrine the Infinite, and
save us from the presumption that prides itself on knowledge
not our own or fails to recognize the gifts Thy bounty yields.
Reveal Thyself not only in this mystic hour but in all cur
strivings for the Nation’s good, that we may be like those noble
souls of other days who bore aloft the torch of truth, who from
the mountain tops of vision heralded the coming day, and in
the darkened valleys failed not to 1ift unto the hills of help
the eyes of fellow men., Hear us and bless us for the sake of
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s
proceedings, when, on request of Mr, Curris and by unanimous
conszent, the further reading was dispensed with and the Journal
was approved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Fletcher Kin Simmons
Barl;lg Frazler MeKellar Smoot

Bay: George McMaster Steiwer
Bingham Ger McNa Stephens
Black Gillett Mayfiel Swanson
Blaine Glass Moses Thomas, Idaho
Blease Glenn Neely Thomas, Okla.
Borah Goff Norbeck Trammell
Bratton Gould Norris dings
Brookhart Greene Nye Tyson

Bruce Hale Oddie Vandenberg
Burton Harris Overman Wagner
Capper Harrison Pine Walsh, Mass.
Caraway Hastings Ransdell Walsh, Mont.
Copeland Hawes Reed, Mo. Warren
Couzens Hayden Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Curtis Heflin ackett Watson

Dale Johnson chall Wheeler

Din Jones Sheppard

Edwards Kendrick Shipstead

Fess Keyes Shortridge

Mr. GLENN. 1 desire to announce the absence of my col-
league the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. DENEEN] on account
of illness,

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to announce the illness and on-that
account absence of my colleague the junior Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. HoweLr].

Mr. GERRY. I wish to announce that the junior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Broussarp] is absent on account of illness.

1 also desire to state that the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. SyrrH] is absent owing to illness.

The VICH PRESIDENT. REighty-one Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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REPORT OF GEORGETOWXN GAS LIGHT CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tlpn from Robert D. Weaver, president of the Georgetown Gas
Light Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, a detailed statement of
the business of that company, together with a list of stockholders,
for the year ended December 31, 1928, which was referred to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

EEPORT OF THE CAPITAL TRACTION CO.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from J. H. Hanna, president of the Capital Traction Co.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of that company for the
year ended December 31, 1928, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

BERVICE RETIREMENT DISABILITY FUND

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting, in com-
pliance with law, copy of a letter from the Commissioner of
Pensions, dated January 28, 1929, together with the eighth
annual report of the board of actuaries of the civil-service retire-
ment and disability fund, including, among other things, a valu-
ation of the “civil-service retirement and disability fund,”
which, with the accompanying papers, was referred to the
Committee on Civil Service,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. OURTIS presented the following concurrent resolution
of the Legislature of the State of Kansas, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance:

House Concurrent Resolution 9, relating to tariff on livestock and
livestock products

Whereas since the present foot-and-mouth embargo against impor-
tation of meat animals and meat products from South American coun-
tries into the United States demonstrates the beneficial effect of pro-
tection to our American lvestock producers and is evidence of the
necessity of an increased tariff duty on meat and meat animals: and

Whereas in order to protect livestock producers of the United States
against the importation of all meat animals and meat products from
low-cost production countries it is most urgent that Congress place
hides on the dutiable list and increase present tariff duties on all meat
animals and meat products at once: Therefore be it

Eesolved by the House of Representatives of the Rtate of Kansas
(the Senate concurring therein), That we respectfully petition the Ways
and Means Committee of Congress of the United States, at this time
considering tariff schedules relating to agriculture, livestock, and live-
stock products, to place a tariff duty of at least 6 cents per pound on
hides and increase the present tariff duty on meat and meat animals
at least 200 per cent; and be it further

Resolved, That this resolution be engrossed by the secretary of the
Senate and the chief clerk of the House of Representatives of the State
of Kansas, and signed by the lieutenant governor and speaker of the
house of representatives, and copies thereof transmitted to each mem-
ber of the Kansas delegation in the National Congress.

I hereby certify that the above comcurrent resolution originated in
the house and passed that body.

January 23, 1929,

J. H. Myzesrs,

Bpeaker of the House.

Ina M., WALKER,
Chief Olerk of the House.

Passed the genate January 25, 1829,

J. W. GrayYBILL,
President of the Senate,
CLARENCE W. MILLER,
Assistant Secretary of the Senate.

Mr. SCHALL presented resolutions adopted by the Legisla-
ture of the State of Minnesota favoring the readjustment of
tariff schedules affecting agricultural eommodities, so that the
American farmer may be placed on a parity with those engaged
in other industries and insuring for him the full benefit of the
American market for his products and giving him the average
cost of production based on American standards of living, which
were referred to the Committee on Finance,

(See resolutions printed in full when presented on yesterday
by the Vice President, p. 2431 of the Rrcogp.) J

Mr. SHEPPARD presented a petition of sundry ecitizens of
the State of Texas, praying for the passage of legislation pro-
viding for the making of loans to drainage or levee districts,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

Mr. NYH, from the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys,
reported a joint resolution (8. J. Res. 206) to authorize the
President of the United States to appoint a Yellowstone Na-
tional Park boundary commission to inspect the areas involyed
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in the proposed adjustment of the sontheast, south, and south-
west boundaries of the Yellowstone National Park, was read
twice by its title, and ordered to be placed on the calendar.

Mr. KENDRICEK, from the Committee on Irrigation and
Reclamation, to which was referred the bill (8. 2829) to pro-
vide for aided and directed settlement on Federal reclamation
projects, reported it without amendment and submitted a report
(No. 1575) thereon.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana, from the Committee on Pensions,
to which was referred the bill (8. 4559) to revise and equalize
the rate of pension to certain soldiers, sailors, and marines of
the Civil War, to certain widows, former widows of such sol-
diers, sailors, and marines, and granting pensions and increase
of pension in certain cases, reported it with amendments and
submitted a report (No. 1573) thereon.

Mr. STEPHENS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 11285) to establish Federal
prison camps, reported it with an amendment and submitted a
report (No. 1574) thereon.

Mr. HALE, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (H. R, 5491) to amend an act entitled
“An act making appropriations for the naval service for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved July 12, 1921, reported it with an amendment and sub-
mitied a report (No. 1576) thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which were referred the
following bills, reported them severally without amendment and
submitted reports thereon:

A bill (H. R. 5713) to permit certain warrant officers to count
all active service rendered under temporary appointments as
warrant or commissioned officers in the regular Navy, or as war-
rant or commissioned officers in the United States Naval
Reserve Foree, for purpose of promotion to chief warrant rank
(Rept. No. 1581) ;

A bill (H. R. 12607) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy,
in his diseretion, to deliver to the custody of Naval Post 110,
of the American Legion, the bell of the battleship Connecticut,
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No.
1579) thereon; and

A bill (H. R. 13428) for the relief of Mackenzie Memorial
Hospital and German-American Hospital and Lau Ye Kun, all
of Tientsin, China (Rept. No. 1582).

Mr. SCHALL, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to which
was referred the bill (S. 2068) for the relief of certain officers
of the Dental Corps of the United States Navy, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 1577) thereon,

Mr. ODDIE, from the Committee on Mines and Mining, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 496) authorizing an appro-
priation for development of potash jointly by the Department of
Agriculture and the Department of Commerce by improved meth-
ods of recovering potash from deposits in the United States,
reported it without amendment,

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED

Mr. GREENE, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that to-day that committee presented to the President of the
United States the following enrolled bill and joint resolution :

§.1731. An act to provide for the further development bf voca-
tional education in the several States and Territories; and

8. J. Res. 198. Joint resolution to provide for the maintenance
of public order and the protection of life and property in con-
nection with the presidential inauguration ceremonies in 1929,

RESCUES BY UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD VESSELS

Mr. GOFF. Mr. President, I send to the desk and ask to have
printed in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Com-
merce a report from the United States Shipping Board showing
the re=cues at sea in recent years by many United States vessels
and especially the recent rescue by the steamship America, under
command of Captain Fried,

There being no objection, the report was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce and ordered fo be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

SEAMEN OX SHIPPING BOARD VESSELS

It has been unjustly charged that the seamen employed on Shipping
Board vessels are incompetent,

Your attention is drawn to the record of the crews of Bhipping Board
vessgels who have made heroiec rescues at sea. These crews were all
supplied by the sea service section of the Shipping Board,

It is obviously unfair to the gallant American seamen employed on
these ships to attempt to minimize their efficiency by making statements
that they are incompetent after they have proved to the world that they
are net only equal to but are even more efficient than foreign seamen,
especially when foreign nations have recognized their herole conduoct,
devotion to duty, and valor under the most trying conditions in the
following well-known disasters at sea:
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The rescue of the Italian ship Ignagio Florio by the steamship
President Harding on October 19, 1925 :

Deck department :

Americans. 32
® Alle:’: 1
nEin H

e ¥ .

Alien

The rescue of the Norwegian ship Elven by the steamship American
Trader on October 27, 1925. Steamship American Trader 100 per cent
American crew.

The rescue of the British schooner Spencer Lake by the steamship
Ogontz on January 15, 1926 :

Deck department :

Americans a2

e e e R S SR g R e 2
Engine department :

Americans 10

Alien - 1

The rescue of the British ship Antinoe by the steamship President
Rooserelt on January 23, 1026:

Deck department :

Americans._. 20
Alien i 1
Engine department : <
Amerlcans _ = 45
Allen AL T ==l

The rescue of the Fremeh schooner Muguet by the steamship West
Hareuvar on February 5, 1926 :

Deck department :

Americans .__ 0

Aliens 2
Engine department :

ORISR N R T LS 6

Aliens _ e LiKe *

The rescue of the Norwegian steamship Pinto by the steamship
Casper on February 11, 1920:

Deck department ;

Americans = i 10

Aliens R
Engine department : b;

Amerlenns ____ e ]

The rescue of the Dutch tanker Silvanus by the steamship Tepe Topa
on April 8, 1926 :

Deck department :

Americans 10
Aliens __ s 2

Engine department :
ericans T S AT |

The rescue of the French schooner Boree by the steamship Aguarius on
May 30, 1927 :

Deck department:

Americans 10

Aliens _ e 2
Engine department :

Americans - __ et

The rescue of the Italian steamship Elipoli by the steamship Bibbeo
on June 14, 1026:

Deck department :

Americans 10

Aliens _ 2
Engine department :

Americans —— - oo o St § |

Steamship Vincenf: Went to assistance of French barkentine Sylvana,
transferred in heavy sea provisions and gear and took off injured sea-

men, October 5, 1928 -
Deck department:

Americans 12
Engine department :

Americans = 8

Rescue of B4 members of the crew and 41 passengers of the British
steamship Vestriz by steamship American Shipper on November 12, 1928,
Steamship American Shipper 100 per cent Ameriean erew.

Steamship McKeesport: Went to assistance of Greek steamship Alea-
andria which was disabled at sea and towed same to safe barbor, on
November 20, 1928. Steamship MeKeesport 100 per cent American crew.

Steamship Cariton: Went to assistance of the British steamship
Tabora and towed same to safe harbor, November 27, 1928, Steamship
Carlton 100 per cent American erew.

Rescue of the crew of the American schooner Jas, W. M. Huall, on
December 7, 1928, by the steamship West Ekonk. Steamship West Ekonk
100 per cent American crew.

The latest chapter in this splendid lst of rescues was enacted on
January 23, 1929, when, in a boisterous sea, 700 miles from ghore,
32 members of the crew of the Italian frelghter Florida were saved
from n watery grave by the United States Shipping Board steamship
America, under Capt. George Fried. Of the 79 sailors In the America’s
deck department, 76 were American citizens and the remalning three
had taken out their first papers. The lifeboat crew which performed
this heroic feat were all Amerlean citizens, placed aboard the ship
by the sea service section of the Shipping Board.
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The above record speaks for itself and should definitely silence those
who seek to impeach the efficiency and gallantry of American seamen
placed on Shipping Board wessels by the sea service section.

BILLS ARD JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred
as follows:

By Mr. WALSH of Montana:

A Dbill (8. 5632) to provide for producers and others the
benefit of official tests to determine protein in wheat for use
in merchandizing the same to the best advantage and for ac-
quiring and disseminating information relative to protein in
wheat, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

By Mr. STEIWER :

A bill (8. 5633) to amend an act entitled “An act authorizing
certain tribes of Indians to submit claims to the Court of
Claims, and for other purposes”; to the Committee on Indian
Affairs.

By Mr. TYDINGS:

A bill (8. 5634) granting a pension to Alice E. Taylor; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRATTON:

A Dbill (8. 5635) granting an increase of pension to Miguel
Archuleta; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts:

A bill (8. 5636) authorizing the Director of the United
States Veterans’ Bureau to pay compensation to John Francis
Dolan; to the Committee on Finance.

By Mr. NORBECK :

A bill (8. 5637) granting a pension to Richard C. Stirk; to
the Commitiee on Pensions,

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana :

A bill (8. 5638) granting a pension to Ellen Bibs; to the
Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. GLENN (for Mr. DENEEN) :

A bill (8, 5639) granting a pension to Mary E. Hartwell ;

A bill (8. 5640) granting an increase of pension to Mary N.
Henry ;

A bill (8. 5641) granting a pension to George E. Bates;

A bill (8. 5642) granting a pension to Mary F. Brown;

A bill (8. 5643) granting a pension to Martha Talley;

A bill (8. 5644) granting a pension to Mayme D, Phelps; and

A bill (8. 5645) granting a pension to Annie I. Elwell; to
the Committee on Pensgions,

By Mr. BARKLEY :

A bill (S. 5646) for the relief of Homer N. Horine; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HALE:

A bill (8. 5647) to establish a naval airship base in one of
the Pacific Coast States; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr, JONES:

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 207) to extend the period of
time in which the Secretary of the Interior shall withhold his
approval of the adjustment of Northern Pacific land grants,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands and
Surveys.

MANUFACTURE OF STAMPED ENVELOPES

Mr. ODDIE submitted two amendments intended to be pro-
posed by him to the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 144) relating
to the manufacture of stamped envelopes, which were referred
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads and ordered
to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee,
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed without
amendment the bill (8. 4979) to authorize the city of Niobrara,
Nebr., to transfer Niobrara Island to the State of Nebraska.

The message also announced that the House had passed the
bill (8. 2792) reinvesting title to certain lands in the Yankton
Sioux Tribe of Indians, with an amendment, in which it re.
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that the House had passed
the following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H. R.8901. An act to amend and further extend the benefits
of the act approved March 3, 1925, entitled “An act conferring
Jjurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudi-
cate, and enter judgment in any and all claims, of whatever
nature, which the Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians may have
or claim to have against the United States, and for other
purposes ;

H. R.12520. An act for the relief of the Nez Perce Tribe of
Indians;

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2511

H. R. 13455, An act to authorize the collection of penalties
and fees for stock trespassing on Indian lands;

H.RR. 13692, An act authorizing the Coos (Kowes) Bay,
Lower Umpqua (Kalawatset), and Siuslaw Tribes of Indians
g thlme State of Oregon to present their claims to the Court of

afms; »

H. R. 13977. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to settle claims by agreement arising under operation of Indian
irrigation projects:

IH. R. 15523. An act authorizing representatives of the several
States to make certain inspections and to investigate State
aquitary and health regulations and school attendance on In-
dl!.:ln reservations, Indian tribal lands, and Indian allotments;
an

H.R.16248. An act for the relief of the Osage Tribe of
Indians, and for other purposes.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF HEALTH

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr, President, in the New York Times of
Sunday, the 27th instant, there appeared a very interesting and
instructive editorial in support of my bill to create a national
institute of health., I ask permission to have the editorial
printed in the Recorp, and I respectfully invite the attention of
every Senator to it. It is one of the finest on the subjeet that
has been written. y

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The editorial is as follows:

TEAMWORK OF SCIENCE

Attention was called by our London correspondent to the “ team-
work " of the sciences In saving the life of the King. The physician
has had the cooperation of the surgeom, the bacteriologist, the bio-
chemist, the physiologist, and the X-ray physicist, and iz to have the
climatologist's suns, winds, and waters in bringing his royal patient
back to health and strength again. It is a striking illustration of what
the sciences can do when under unified command. They bring all their
forces into the fight for the life of one whose unconguered spirit has
itself been a factor in the struggle pnd victory.

Thelr success should suggest the importance of keeping these sclences
in continuous cooperation everywhere, both in research and in practice.
More particularly it should win new support of the bill for the pro-
posed national institute of health which Benator RaNspELL has intro-
duced in the Senate. The purpose is to convoke the aid of all the
sclences for * investigation and research in the fundamental problems
of the diseases of man” and related matters. At a hearing on this
bill a few months ago, Dr. Reid Hunt, of the Harvard Medical School,
said that never In the whole history of the world had efforts to improve
health conditions been so far behind the advance in other sciences.
In the field of chemistry, for example, thousands of new compounds
are studied every year to see whether they are useful as dyes and
paints, or in photography, or the rubber or automobile industry, but
virtvally none of them with a view to their possible use in promoting
health. Yet, as Dr. Willlam J. Mayo said in a recent address, “ Life
Is largely a matter of chemistry.”

It is estimated by Dr., Charles Herty that more than 100,000,000
people suffered from certain sorts of sickmess in 1927. This meant
an economic loss running up into billions. Such a showing again
emphasizes the need of coordinating the sciences in a national effort
to prevent diseases that are or may be preventable, The widespread
influenza is an especially urgent reason for giving Federal support to
such study.

General Gorgas, when asked what he would do with the hygienie
laboratory which now exists in case this consolidation of all the health
agencies were effected, said that he would make it “a gateway at the
entrance to the great national health institute,” where scientists
might concentrate upon the problems of health. This little building
would at the same time show the handicap under which the health
service was placed, despite its accomplishments, by the * penury of the
citizenship that had failed to realize its real needs.”

AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to
have inserted in the Recorp an article appearing in the Merchant
Fleet News of December, 1928, entitled “American Valor on the
Seven Seas,” and likewise some brief comments which I made
on that article and which appear in the Merchant Fleet News
for January, 1929,

The article gives a list of accomplishments by American officers
and seamen which, I think, ought to be recognized. There should
be added, of course, to this list the occurrence which took place
since its publication, the great achievement of Captain Fried
and Chief Officer Manning, together with the lifeboat crew and
other officers and men of the steamship America, in rescuing 32
men from the unfortunate Florida under very distressing eireum-
stances. That achievement marks Captain Fried as an out-
standing seaman and establishes his fame and proves the high
standard of American seamanship.
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There being no objection, the articles referred to were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
' [From the Merchant Fleet News, December, 1928]
AMERICAN VALOR ON THE SEVEN BBAS

Again the world has been thrilled by the work of American seamen,
as it has often been slnce the days when American eclippers ruled the
geas. The ill-fated British vessel Vestris radioed its 8 O 8, a call which
demands prompt action on the part of every vessel within range of
the ecall, but more especially does the call bring action om American
ships, Traditlon and instructions call for prompt and efficient action,
and a long record of heroie work on the seas proves that always the
American vessel has the “know-how " of reaching the point of need
and rendering the help reguired. The steamship American Shipper, of
the American Merchant Lines, was over 177 miles from the doomed
Vestris, yet instantly it turned from its course and rushed toward the
gcene of disaster, Captain Cumings knew that other vessels were within
50 miles of the sinking vessel and several were within the 150-mile
zone, but trained in American seamanship, the master of the American
Bhipper headed toward the call for need, as he says in bis report: “ My
ijdea was to offer medical assistance, care of passengers and crew, and
transportation to New York. Serlous thought that we might be the ship
to pick up the boats and survivors was not entertained.” Yet it was
Captain Cumings and his crew that picked up 125 of the survivors of
the British vessel.

The rescue work of the American Shipper calls to mind a long list of
herole work, the willing risk of life and limb, by American seamen sail-
ing under the Stars and Biripes. From this long list the Merchant
Fleet News has selected a few of the later rescues, material in connec-
tion with which is at present available.

If these reports seem brief when considered in conmection with the
thrilling event recorded, bear in mind that men of the sea are by nature
modest, and that they consider saving human life at sea, even at the
risk of what would seem to be almost certain death, all in a day’'s work
and a part of their job. Such is the modesty of the men in whose veins
run the blood of heroes, American seamen with brains.

LIFE-SAVING EXPLOITS

There follows a few of the life-saving exploits of the United States
Shipping Board vessels in recent years. Other pages could be added of
a score of other exploits in which American seamen rushed to the rescue
of life and did it efficiently and with no hope for gain or glory. In
American marine services and on the vessels of the United States Navy
there is but one idea when an 8.0 8 is heard and that is to render imme-
diate service,

STEAMSHIP “ WEST ELDARA Y

Steamship West Eldara (freight). Master: Capt. A. L. Livingston.
While this vessel was en route frem Norfolk to Rotterdam and Antwerp
on April 19, 1926, at 7.21 p. m. sighted distress signals burning on
beard the French schooner M. F. Fecamp. The master of the Wesi
Elidara immediately changed his course and one-half hour later hove-to
alongside the Freneh vessel, put out a small boat, and the mate came
on board, informing they were in need of help, that the pumps had been
kept golng night and day for a week, and there were still 8 feet of
water in the hold and the rudder carried away. He was advised that
the West Eldara would stand by and take the crew off.

Owing to heavy seas running, it took several hours to effect the trans-
fer of the 36 members of the crew, but after this was accomplished, the
West Eldara did pot leave until 12.82 on April 20 when it was felt surc
the French schooner had settled low in water. A message was broad-
casted by radio that this schooner was a menace to navigation, giving
her position and condition as last seen,

STEAMSHIP “ AMERICAN MERCHANT ¥

Steamship American Merchant (freight and passenger vessel). Mas-
ter: Capt. 8. F. Cummings. On November 2, 1925, this vessel conveyed
the Holland-American steamship Andijk to the Azore Islands, a distance
of 370 miles, the steamship Andijk having been bound to Rotterdam
with a cargo of grain and encountering extremely heavy weather carry-
ing away her bridge, wheel house, and smashing the wireless house and
damaging the boats. Her compasses also were damaged, making her
totally unable to make any port. Although this was considered salvage
work, it was nevertheless thought a splendid piece of efficient seaman-
ship and navigation on the part of the master of the steamship American
Merchant, .

BTEAMSHIP “ CASPER 7

Steamship Casper (freight). Master: Capt. H. Bill. While en route
from New York to Scandinavian ports in the Baltic sea, sighted the
Norwegian motor ship Pinto with a erew of 13 men in distress. The
crew of the Pinto was taken aboard the Casper in the morning of the
Oth day of February, 1926, and during the transfer of the crew the
master of the Pinto was swept overboard from the lifeboat, but was
rescued. It appeared that the crew of the Pinto had been without pro-

vigions for three days.
A volunteer crew from the Qasper manned the Pinto and took it in

tow.

After towing for several hours, the hawser parted and it became
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necessary to abandon her hastily. Third Officer K, Helwig, in charge
of the volunteer crew was swept overboard from the lifeboat, but was
saved by two members of the crew who were hurt in pulling him from
the sea.

The Casper abandoned the Pinfo and proceeded to Copenhagen with
the shipwrecked crew.

STEAMSHIP “AMERICAN TRADER ¥

Steamship American Trader (freight and passenger vessel). Master:
Capt. Hubbar C. Fish.. On October 24, 1925, while this vessel was
en route from London to New York and bucking a North Atlantic west-
erly gale, a call of distress was received from the sinking Norwegian
steamer Elven, about 170 miles southwestward. Captain Fish im-
mediately swung the vessel about and proceeded at full speed toward
the position of the Elven. The sea was tremendous, and it was con-
sidered a dangerous maneuver, but was carried through without any
damage, After searching throughout the day of the 24th and the night,
the sinking vessel was finally located, but due to the tremendous sea
and dark night, Captain Fish wisely declded to wait until daylight
before attempting a rescue, At 6 a. m. of the 25th, the American
Trader approached close to the Elven and rescued her crew, consisting
of 82 men, without injury or damage of any kind. The lifeboat crew
was in charge of Second Officer Warren A. Woodman, who it is stated,
deserves great credit for the skillful manner in which he haudled same.
At the time the crew was taken from the Elven there was 1T feet of
water in the holds, and sinking fast.

STEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT TAFT *

Steamsship President Taft (passenger)., Master: Capt. G. Y. January.
While en route fromr San Francisco to Yokohama, Jupan, via Honolulu,
on January 26, 1924, at 2:15 a. m., the vessel received an 8 0 8 call
from the British steamer Mary Harlock. The President Taft altered
her course and proceeded at full speed to the assistance of the Mary
Harlock, advising the master at the same time that the crew could be
taken off but that the President Tajft being a mail and passenger steamer
could not stand by. The Mary Harlock advised they were not prepared
to abandon the ship but wanted a vessel to stand by.

At 845 a. nr., a radio from the Mary Harlock showed that she was in
a serlous predicament.

The President Taft again altered her course and proceeded to the
Mary Harlock, circling the Mary Harlock four complete times and at
the same time pumped ofl overboard before a chance was taken to
iower a lifeboat from the President Taft. The weather was westerly
gale with wind at times of burricane force and exceptionally high sea,
which did considerable minor damage on foredeck of the President
Taft.

However, an oil slick was formed and the steamship Mary Harlock
managed to lower her lee lifeboat and was picked up at 5 p. m. by
the President Taft. In the meantime the chief officer and 6 men of
the President Taft manned a lifeboat of the Mary Harlock (the lee
lifeboat mentioned above) and returned to the Mary Harlock picking
up the remaining of the erew consisting of 12 men who were unable to
get into the lifeboat on the first trip. At 5.53 p. m. the crew of 38
men were safely aboard the President Tuft and this vessel was on its
way to Yokohama, leaving the Mary Harlock a floating derelict, of
which fact a radio was broadeast as a warning to all vessels in the
Pacific. In consequence of this rescue, the President Taft arrived two
days late at Yokohamo.

The master of the Mary Harlock expressed his sincere thanks for the
prompt way in which the President Taft proceeded to his assist-
ance,

STEAMSHIP “ MEANTICUT *

Steamship Meanticut (freight vessel). Master: Capt. 8, C. Wallace,
on September 28, 1926, while this vessel was in latitude 24.15 longitude
81.20, en route from New Orleans to France, rescued three men
from the motor boat Shia Wasse, in a sinking condition.

STEAMSHIP “AQUARIUS ¥

Steamship Aguarius (freight vessel). Capt. William H. Stone, mas-
ter. This vessel sailed from Hamburg, Germany, for New Orleans, via
Tampa, on the 27th day of May, 1927, and at 7.30 p. m., on May 30,
picked up 14 men from 2 lifeboats belonging to the French 4-masted
gchooner Boree, of Nantes. The schooner was abandoned in a sinking
condition in latitude 47.51 north, longitude 9.58 west. The wind was
east, blowing hard and raining, with a rough high sea. The steamship
Aguarius proceeded to Horta, Azores, where the rescued men were landed,
two of which were injured.

STEAMSHIP “ SBACANDAGA

Steamship Secandaga (freight)., Master: Capt. G. D. Sterling. While
this vessel was en route from Charleston, 8. C., to London, England,
on June 8, 1925, sighted a Spanish balloon Hesperio at 7.15 a. m. The
balloon was headed down the English Channel toward the Atlantie
Ocean, and as it was nearing the Sacandaga the pilot was heard call-
ing for help. Immediately the Sacandaga altered her course and pro-
ceeded toward the balloon, which was making about 7 knots before
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the wind with drag In water. At 7.50 a. m. the balloon was overtaken
and while the Sacandage was maneuvering in a position to leeward
in order that the balloon could drift down toward their port side it
struck the port side of the vessel just aft of the smokestack with a
ecrew standing by to take the.pllots aboard. At the time the pllot was
releasing the gas in the bag and, owing to bag being so close to the
smokestack, the heat of same caused the gas to ignite, burning up the
bag and setting fire to the boat deck of the Sacandaga and burning
three members of the crew. Thelr injuries, however, were slight. The
basket of the balloon was submerged beneath the water, holding one
pllot with his feet caught in the net of the balloon and his body sub-
merged to hig shoulders. Beaman George Cooper dove in the water
and cut the net free from the pilot’s feet, who was assisted up a sea
ladder by two other members of the crew. The crew comsisted of two
pilots, one of which had already boarded the Sacendages without any
difficulty.

The two pilots, who were lieutenants of the Spanish Royal Navy,
were piloting the Hesperio in the Gordon-Bennett race, and as they had
lost the greater part of their clothes and were wet, they were given dry
clothes and treated in every respect to the best ability of the master
until they were safely landed in London and turned over to the Spanish
Naval Commissioner at 64 Victoria Street.

STEAMSHIP “ HASTINGS ™

Steamship Hastings (freight). Master: Capt. 1. Hystad. This vessel
while on voyage from Gulf port to Hamburg, Germany, on November
11, 1926, when about 15 miles west of Bimini Island, sighted a motor
boat adrift, flying signals, and carrying two men, requesting to be towed
to Fowey Rock Light, as the rudder was gone and engine disabled. The
steamship Hastings passed them a line and gave them an oar with which
to steer, and started ahead at half speed. Weather conditions pre-
vented towage with safety, and at 12.15 p. m. the towline parted. The
men in the launch asked to be taken off ; hoisted boat on board and taken
to destination.

ETEAMSHIP “ BIBBCO ¥

Bteamship Bibbeo (frelght). Master: Capt. Bert U. Heald. On June
14, 1926, this vessel while en route to Montevideo from Mobile took on
board from the disabled Italian steamship Elipoli 29 members of its
crew about 70 miles northeastward of Cape Polonio, 8. A,

The Italian vessel sunk two hours later. Capt. Jose Bchiaffino, com-
manding the Italian ship, was warm in praise of the rescue effected by
the steamship Bibbeo.

STEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT M’KINLEY ”

Steamship President McKinley (passenger). Master: Capt. Alvin
Lustie. While this vessel was en route from Vietoria, British Columbia,
to Yokohama, Japan, she received 8 O 8 message at 6 p. m., January 3,
1924, from the Japanese vessel Kyosei Maru in latitude 49.41 N. longi-
tude 174.10 E., requesting immediate assistance. The President Mec-
Kinley was then about 300 miles away from this vessel and advised
the Kyosei Maru it was proceeding to assist. At 11 a. m. of the 4th
the master of the Kyosei Moru radioed that the ship was going to be
abandoned and required assistance in a hurry, 47 persons aboard. The
weather conditions were very unfavorable, heavy snow squalls were pass-
ing at frequent intervals, and at 1.20 p. m. of the 4th, the Kynsei Maru
wag sighted on the edge of & heavy snow squall, then lost entirely for
about 20 minutes, and again gighted.

It appeared that the Japanese vessel was steaming away steadily to
to the eastward at a rate of 8 to 10 knots an hour, and it took the
President McKinley an hour to finally overtake her. The master of the
Kyosei Maru then advised the master of the President McKinley he was
sailing 8 knots, and requested him to follow until the following morning,
as he would endeavor to keep within this speed, for he considered it
dangerous to steam under less speed. The maneuvering placed the
master of the President McKinley in a rather embarrassing position, and
as he had passengers and mall aboard and was operating on schedule
time and was getting short of fuel and fresh water.

About 4 a. m. of the 5th, the master of the Kyosei Maru declded to
abandon the ghip as the barometer was falling. At 7.20 a. m., the last
of the crew of the Japanese vessel was taken off and landed aboard the
President MeKinley without accident to anyone.

Ag 4 heavy sea was running, it was imposible to hoist the lifeboat,
and after all gear was salvaged from it, the boat was cast adrift, and
the President McKinley proceeded on her voyage, after a delay of ap-
proximately 338 hours and running an extra distance of 217 miles,

All ships were warned by the President McKinley that the Japanese
steamer was derelict and a danger to navigation.

BTBAMABHIP * TOPA TOPAY

Steamship Topa Topa (freight), Master: Capt. B. A. Bostleman.
While this vessel was proceeding down river below N. 0. on April B,
1926, witnessed collision between Dutch tanker Silvanus and Ameri-
can tanker W. H., Wheeler. The st hip 8il was loaded with
benzine and became one mass of flames. The master of the steamship
Topa Topa swung ship around and approached the Silvanus as near as
possible, lowering three lifeboats which picked up Asiatics (members of
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crew and captain). The lifeboats made two trips to try and find
other members of crew but were unsuccessful. Captain Bostleman
paid special tribute to Third Officer L. J. Bogan, who began service
in the rescue at 8.25 p. m. and continued to 11.25 p. m.

STEAMSHIP “ EMERGENCY AID ¥

Steamship Emergency Add (freight vessel). Master: Capt. Maleolm
Cameron. While en route from New Orleans to Rotterdam, Holland, in
Iatitude 25.23 north, B0.26 longitude west, on November 3, 1924, at
6.30 a. m, sighted the Cuban schooner Jubilee In distress. A lifeboat
was launched from the steamship Emergency Aid and the crew of the
Cuban schooner was taken safely aboard, the Emergency Aid proceeding
toward Key West. On November 4, 1924, the crew of the Jubilee was
placed aboard the Coast Guard cutter Bayspring, after which the
steamship Emergency Aid proceeded on her voyage to Europe.

BTEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT *

Steamship President Roosevelt (passenger), Master: Capt. George
Fried. Voyage 41, eastbound; sailed from New York January 20, 19286,
and at 5.40 a. m. of the 24th received an 8 0 8 from the British steam-
ship Antinoe. The President Roosevelt arrived alongside the Antince
at noon, same date, wind west, force 10, violent snow squalls, high
rough sea, and began pumping oil overboard with excellent effect, the
master of the Antince claiming that this saved his vessel from sinking.

At 9 p. m., doring heavy snow squalls, the President Roosevelt lost
sight of the Antinoe, whose radio and dynamo were out of commission,
but picked it up again at 3.40 p, m. of the 25th, with her engine and
foreroom flooded and No. 3 hatch broken. The vessel also had a heavy
list to starboard.

The weather moderated, and an attempt was made by the President
Roosevelt to send a manned lifeboat, While lowering the boat a vicious
hail squall hit the vessels, making the sea too rough for lifeboat, and
spilling out the crew, who managed to get back into the boat, covered
with fuel oil and apparently exhausted. The lifeboat crew were ordered
aboard the President Roosevelt, with the exception of two men who
were lost overboard. Every effort was made to rescue these men, but,
due to darkness and hail squalls, this was impossible,

On the 26th, as the Antinoe’s distress signals indicated a perilous
situation, the President Roosevelt attempted to float a boat by aid of
Lyle gun; this did not prove successful and they tried to float a cask,
which also failed.

On the 27th another attempt to float a boat to the Amtinoce with
end of line leading from top to after-king-post failed and was lost.
The Lyle gun was fired 16 times, but earried away near projectile
frequently., Colonel Hearn, artillery expert, a passenger, suggested
using a spiral spring between projectiles and line, which was successful.
Chief Engineer Turner had made 13 projectiles.

At 7.20 p. m. of the 2Tth the Roosevelt was successful in rescuing
12 men from the Antinoe in a lifeboat, which was so badly damaged
was cut adrift after the crew was safely aboard.

At midnight the remainder of the crew of the Antinoe was rescued.
The master had to be carried aboard and his crew were in a pitiful
condition, due to exposure, lack of food and water for two days, and
little clothing. i

On January 28 the President Roosevelt proceeded on her voyage,
leaving the Antinoe still floating, with both decks awash and 50° star-
board list. Having stood by the Antinee for three and one-half days, the
crew almost exhausted from long vigil.

STBAMSHIP “ OGONTZ ™

Steamship Ogontz (freiglit vessel). Master: Capt. W. B, Zechel. While
this vessel was en route from Galveston to Barcelona, Spain, on
January 15, 1926, rescued master and crew of the Newland schooner,
Bpence Lake, in latitude 36.07 N., longitude 41 W. The six men
would have lost their lives had not the steamship Ogonts rescued them.

STEAMSHIP * EENOWIS "

Steamship Kenowis (freight vessel), Master: Capt. W. P. Humphrey.
This vessel, while en route from Antwerp to New York, on January
10, 1925, rescued the crew of the Portuguese schooner, Manuel Caragol.
It appears that at 4.05 in the morning of this date a white flare-up
light was sighted and the course of the Kenowis was altered toward
the Manuel Caragol, which was bound from Montevideo to Philadelphia,
150 days out, water-logged, and without provisions. Bixteen men,
including the master and their personal effects, were taken aboard
the steamship Kenowis. The master of the Portugese schooner was in a
feeble condition, due to lack of food and to his having three broken
ribs.

The schooner had over 15 feet of water in her hold, which was gain-
ing fast, as the crew was so weak from lack of food that they could
hardly man the pumps. It seems that the 11 of the last 15 days
before being rescued the crew had one sea biscuit apiece, and for the
last 4 days nothing at all. The only water was what rain water they
were able to catch,

Everything for their possible comfort was done by the crew of the
Kenowis.




STEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT HARDING ¥

Steamship President Harding (passenger). Master: Capt, Paul Grening.
On October 19, 1925, while on voyage 37, westbound, from Bremerhaven,
Germany, responded at 10.34 a, m, to the 8 O 8 calls of the Italian
Ignazio Florie, which vessel was in latitude 49.55 N., longitude 38.16 W.
The weather at the time was west-southwest winds of terriffic force
and mountainous seas. At 9.50 a. m., on the 20th, the President
Harding arrived alongside the Igmuzio Florio, whose master advised
that he wished to abandon the ship and that the chief officer had
broken his foot, the second officer lost overboard, and no boats remained
intact,

The President Harding discharged fuel overboard and sent boat on
line to the Ignazio Flurio, which vessel seemed to be in danger of cap-
gizing. The President Harding lost two lifeboats in the attempt to
rescue the crew at this time. As weather was so rough, the rescue of
the Italiann crew of 27 was not effected until the morning of the 2ist.
The Ignazie Florio was left in a sinking condition,

STEAMSHIP * SPRINGFIELD **

Steamship Springfield (freight). Master: Capt. M. J. Myers. While en
route from Hamburg to Savannah on December 23, 1924, at 6.30 a. m.,
sighted distress rockets from the British brigantine Thames, of Fowey,
England, which vessel was on a voyage fromr Brixham, England, to
Bavona, Italy, with 280 tons of china clay,

Assistance was requested by the master of the Thames, as the vessel
was leaking badly and in a sinking condition and had to be abandoned.
The Springfield stood by walting for the weather to moderate. At
1.30 p. m. of the 23d, as the weather did not improve, a lifeboat was
launched from the Springfield and proceeded to the sinking wessel
The crew of seven men were fAnally successfully rescued under difficult
circumstances, as it was expected that the Thames would founder at
any moment, and the service rendered was considered a particularly
meritorious one. Before launching the lifeboat an attempt was made
to float a lifebuoy with message to the Thames, using Lyle gun.

The seven shipwrecked mariners who were landed at Ponta del Gada,
Azores, were liberal and sincere in their praise and gratitude for the
master and crew of the Bpringficld.

STEAMSHIP “ WEST HARCUVAR *

Steamship West Harcuvar (freight). Master: Capt. L. F. McLain.
While en route from European ports to Boston, this vessel rescued crew
of four men from French schooner Muguet and brought them to Boston,
where they were landed February 16, 1926, (See article in November
issue of the Merchant Fleet News.)

STEAMSHIP “ REPUBLIC ™

Steamship Republic (passenger). Master: Capt. A, B. Randal. On
October 26, 1020, this vessel rescued crew of U, 8. Coast Guard patrol
boat 13} during heavy weather, 7 miles, 31° from Nantucket Shoals,
L. V. The master of the Republic maneuvered his vessel in a proper
position and pumped overboard about 8 tons of fuel oil to make an
oil slick to enable him to make the rescue, thus preventing the seas
from breaking. The crew of Coast Guard patrol boat arrived aboard
the Republic in a physieally exhausted condition,

STEAMSHIP “° M’EEESPORT

The latest rescue made by a United States SBhipping Board vessel
was made by the steamship McKeesport on November 20, 1928,

[From Merchant Fleet News, January, 1920]
By Senator Du~Ncay U. FLETCHER

The Merchant Fleet News of December, 1928, pages 6-10, gives
instances of “Americun Valor on the Beven Seas,” which deserves more
than passing notice,

You do well to eollect and perpetuate these oceurrences and illustra-
tions.

The record ought to be preserved in permanent form, so that examples
like these of heroism on the high seas, in most difficult circumstiances
and under most trying conditions, may inspire all those who * go down
to the sea in ships " to meet the supreme test.

These examples show forth not only the ecourage required, but the
gkill expected. The former is mainly inborn, the latter the result of
proper iraining. Both are essential where disaster is confronted.

There Is a brilliant record, showing seamanship of the highest order,
demonstrating that courage and skill characterize American officers and
seamen to-day as in the past. They guarantee to Amervica the sea power
we need if we but supply the ships. They give public confidence in
efficient operation. They assure the traveler and the shipper that here
in the officers and men their competency and their falthfulness is the
gtrongest and surest gunranty of safety at sea,

When the ambulance call of the ocean lane flashes through the air
the ship should be prepared to meet the demand, but in any case the
highest courage, the ablest seamanship it is possible to command are
summoned by humanity.

I must lift my hat to the brave radio operators, beginning with Jack
Biung, when the Republic and the Florida were in collision some dozen

years ago.
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The operator on the Titanic in 1912 was of the right sort. I asked
him why he did not take to the last lifeboat, and he said, “ The captain
ordered me to remain at my post, and I did so, going with the ship as
she went down by the bow.” The Carpathic had gotten his call, now
the 8 O B, and Capt. Arthur Rostron's liner exhibited marked gal-
lantry aboard in the rescue work., He is now Sir Arthuar.

The operator on the Vestris gave an equally creditable demonstration
of coolness and courage. LS

The record, however, sboard the Vesiris generally is condemned by
the figures :

“ Loss of life: 27 women, 77 per cent; 21 children, 100 per cent.

“1It Is searcely worth while to go further and add: Loss of passen-
gers, 54 per cent; loss of crew, 12 per cent; total, 64 men.”

The deeds, the achievements, which you recite, ean not be excelled in
the history of sea experience.

It is this standard we can hope to maintain among American officers
and seamen,

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read twice by their titles
and referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs:

H. R.8901. An act to amend and further extend the benefits
of the act approved March 3, 1925, entitled “An act conferring
jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudi-
cate, and enter judgment in any and all claims, of whatever
nature, which the Kansas or Kaw Tribe of Indians may have
or cla’im to have against the United States, and for other pur-

ses " ;

H. R.12520. An act for the relief of the Nez Perce Tribe of
Indians;

H. R,13455. An act to authorize the collection of penalties
and fees for stock trespassing on Indian lands;

H. R. 13692. An act authorizing the Coos (Kowes) Bay, Lower
Umpqgua (Kalawatset), and Siuslaw Tribes of Indians of the
State of Oregon to present their claims to the Court of Claims:

H. R. 13977. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior
to settle claims by agreement arising under operation of Indian
irrigation projects;

H. R.15523. An act authorizing representatives of the several
States to make certain inspections and to investigate State
sanitary and health regulations and school attendance on Indian
reservations, Indian tribal lands, and Indian allotments; and

H. R. 16248, An act for the relief of the Osage Tribe of In-
dians, and for other purposes.

CHANGE OF RULES—OPEN EXECUTIVE SESSIONS

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I desire to call up a resolution
that is on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate
the resolution (8. Res. 309) submitted by the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Joxes] on the 28th instant, proposing to amend
Rule XXXVIII so0 as to provide for the consideration of certain
nominations in open executive session. The question is on
agreeing to the resolution.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, may we have the resolution
read?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will read the resolution.

The Chief Clerk read the resolution (8. Res. 309), as follows:

Resolved, That Rule XXXVIII of the Standing Rules of the Senata,
relating to proceedings on nominations in executive session, be, and the
same i8 hereby, amended by adding an additional paragraph, as follows :

“q. Hereafter nominations shall be consldered in open executive ses-
sion unless the Senate, in closed executive session, shall by a two-thirds
vote determine that any particular nomination shall be considered in
cloged executive session, and in that case paragraph 2 of this rule shall
apply to such nomination and its consideration.”

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, has there been any ngree-
ment with reference to sending the resolution to the Committee
on Rules?

Mr. CURTIS. There is no such agreement. After the Sena-
tor from Washington shall have concluded his remarks, I intend
to move that it shall be referred to that committee.

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator from Washington raise
an objection to the resolution going to the Committee on Rules?

Mr. JONES. T will

Mr. HARRISON. Very well,

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I do not think it is necessary
for me to discuss the resolution at length. I am rather inelined
to think that every Senator has his convietions with reference
to the matter.

Mr., HEFLIN. Mr. President, before the Senator frem Wash-
ington begins his argument, I should like to suggest to him that
I favor his proposed amendment to the rules, but I think there
ought to be some plan adopted by which votes taken in secvet
executive session could by a majority vote be printed in the
CongRESSIONAL Recorp after the proceedings in secret session
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had been concluded. T think that by a majority vote the roll
call upon the confirmation of whatever the matter might be
should be so published; either that or that each Senator might
be permitted to state in open session how he had voted.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, that is an entirely different mat-
ter from the proposition involved in my proposed amendment
of the rule. It may very well be dealt with by a separate
amendment or, of course, my proposal is subject to amendment,
so far as that is concerned.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Washington proposes in
his amendment that by a two-thirds vote in executive session
the Senate may decide whether it shall proceed in open session
or in secret session. What I am suggesting is if the Senate votes
to remain in seeret executive session, that after the discussion
in secret session shall have been concluded and a vote had the
Senate may then by a majority vote order the roll call printed
in the RECORD.

Mr. JONES. That, of course, is a matter the Senate might
consider.

Mr. President, the text of the rule as now framed has been
discussed many times and different questions have arisen in re-
gard to it. During my service in the Senate running over a
good many years I do not think there has been any important
nomination considered in executive session but what in effect
after the debate was over the news got out, sometimes in a
garbled form, oftentimes in a form that was decidedly unfair
and unjust to some Senators and probably truthful with refer-
ence to others, It seems to me that that should be avoided.

It is true—and I think this is clear to everyone—that some
Senators do not consider the rule as binding on them with ref-
erence to matters of this kind; especially they do not consider
that paragraph 4 of Rule XXXVII is binding or to be observed
by a Senator if he does not desire to do it. That paragraph
reads as follows:

4, Any Senator or officer of the Senate who shall disclose the secret
or confidentlal business or proceedings of the Benate shall be liable, if
a Benator, to suffer expulsion from the body; and if an officer, to dis-
missal from the service of the Senate and to punishment for contempt,

Mr. President, that paragraph has never been invoked; there
has been no suggestion of invoking it, except that it has been
read from time to time. There have been suggestions made that
information which has been given out in a manner clearly con-
trary to the rules of the Senate has been given out by em-
ployees of the Senate. I want to say that, in my judgment,
whatever information has gotten out has not gotten out through
the employees of the Senate. I believe that the employees of
the Senate who are present in the discharge of their duties in
executive sessions have just as much regard for the rules of
the Senate as has any Member of the Senate, and I do not
believe that any employee has ever given ont such information.

There has been considerable newspaper comment and com-
ment among Senators with reference to a very recent occur-
rence in regard to this matter. I am satisfled that no employee
of the Senate gave out information upon which were based the
newspaper reports purporting to give a correct stafement as to
the vote of Senators upon a recent nomination. I do not know
that any Senator has given out information—or, at least, direct
information. I have heard of suggestions that newspaper men
approached Senators and asked certain questions, apparently
innocent in themselves, and probably from answers that may
have been given they drew their conclusions.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator
Washington yield to me?

Mr. JONES. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Is not the erux of what the Senator de-
sires to express simply to have the business of the public con-
ducted in public? I want to say that I am heartily in favor
‘of the Senator’s position. I think that all public business,
unless it shall be something very special, should be considered
in the open, though I think it is proper to incorporate in the
proposed amendment, as the Senator has done, the provision
that a two-thirds majority may order a question to be consid-
ered in secret session. Of course, I can imagine a case where a
question ought to be considered in secret session, but it ought
to be done only when a majority of two-thirds of the Senate
believes it should be done.

I entirely indorse the Senator's proposed amendment to the
rules, I am in favor of conducting all of the public’s business
under the light of pitiless publicity. The time has long since
passed when we should conduet the public’s business secretly or
privately.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, in the last 20 years I do not
remember a single nomination which has been considered in
executive session where charges have been made or accusations
have been submitted that such nonrination could not just as well

from
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have been considered in open session as in executive session. I
do not know of any nomination upon which I have voted that
I would have had any hesitation whatever in having my vote
made public ; and I think that is true of other Senators. I can,
of course, imagine cases where it is possible it would be far
wiser to consider a question in executive session; but any such
cases as that are exceptional and not the general rule, as I think
has been demonstrated by the nominations which have been
submitted to the Senate and acted upon by it.

It is largely in view of that situation and largely in view of
the unfair criticisms and unfair suggestions which are made,
and the unjust attitude in which Senators are often placed
under the rule as it is now that I have been led to suggest this
amendment to the rule.

Senators no doubt have read the provisions of the proposed
amendment to the rule. I anr merely going to call attention to
them briefly.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before the Senator does that
let me make a suggestion to him. He has been here a long time
and is a very fair man. What does the Senator think a Senator
should tell a newspaper man when an executive session is over
and when he is asked the direct question, * Did you vote for
this man’s confirmation or against it? "

Mr. JONES. I think, under the rules as we have them, he
should say, “I can give you no information as to what took
place in executive session.” That has always been the rule I
myself have followed, and I think that any other course is in
violation of the rules. It is to avoid that very situation largely
that I have presented this proposed change.

Mr. HEFLIN. Then, suppose the newspaper nran should say,
“Then, I take it that you voted for confirmation.™

Mr. JONES. I should simply say to him, “I can give you no
information as to what took place in the Senate in executive
session.” Of course, the newspaper men would probably draw
all sorts of conclusions and probably very unfair and unjust
conclusions, but, of course, we can not prevent them doing that,

Mr. HEFLIN. It may be that the information or misin-
formation which that newspaper man would give out would
hurt that Senator with his people at home.

Mr. JONES, Certainly.

Mr. HEFLIN. And put him in a bad light.

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. HEFLIN. And might put him in just the opposite posi-
tion to that which he took in the secret session.

Mr. JONES. It is to avoid those things that I am proposing
this resolution to amend the rule, because, as I have said, when
we have solemn rules which have been adopted by the Senate
I take it that they are just as binding upon a Senator as is a
legislative enactment, so long as they stand as the rules of
the body of which he is a Member.

Mr. HEFLIN. I will ask the Senator another question.
Suppose a Senator goes home and while discussing political
issues somebody in his audience asks him how he voted on a
certain question considered in executive session; what then
does the Senator think should be the Senator’s answer?

Mr. JONES. My answer would be, “I can not say, because I
am bound by the rules of the body of which I am a Member,
and so long as those rules are the rules of that body I feel
that I have to observe them, no matter what the consequences
may be to myself.” If is to avoid that situation that I am
proposing this amendment,

Mr. HEFLIN. I am in hearty agreement with the Senator,
but I think that in a case such as that the people who send a
man here to represent them are entitled to know what he is
doing and what he is saying and how he is voting. ; They are
the sovereign power; they are the power that sends him here,
and I think he has a right to tell them how he voted.

Mr. JONES. I do not think so under the rules as they now

re.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—

Mr. JONES. 1 yield to the Senator.

Mr. NORRIB. I should like to say to the Senator from
Washington that I think he has put the proper construction on
the rules, and, as he knows, the one that 1 have always put on
them; I think he is right; but the amendment which he pro-
poses to the rules will not relieve a Senator from the position
in which he would place himself in the situation suggested by
the Senator from Alabama. Under the proposed amendment
proposed by the Senator from Washington to the rule, assum-
ing that two-thirds of the Senate should vote to remain in secret
session, then a Senator would be bound; he could not answer
the guestion so as to give any information even in a situation
such as that illustrated by the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. JONES. That is true.
Mr. NORRIS. While the rule as proposed to be amended by
the Senator from Washington would be a great improvement,
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yet, assuming that the Senator’s construction and mine are
right, it would close a Senator's mouth and prevent him telling
either his constituents or anybody else how he voted in execu-
tive session when two-thirds of the Senators had decided that
the session should be secret. When the Senator from Wash-
ington concludes, if I can get the floor, I propose to offer an
amendment to his resolution that will meet the point suggested
in the questions of the Senator from Alabama, which I think
are very important,

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President

Mr. JONES. Just a moment; I should like to =ay a few
words further at this point. Personally I am in hearty accord
with the views of the Senator from Nebraska. I ecan not
imagine a case coming up in the Senate which should be con-
sidered in closed executive session. Personally I would be
perfectly willing to have the people know all about the discus-
sion and the votes. As a matter of fact, I think if the votes
are to be made public, that it is far better also to have the
discussion made public, because the mere publication of a vote
may work a greater- injustice to Senators than if the debate
were made public,

I have framed my proposed amendment in the way it is
because 1 have felt that the Senate probably wonld not be will-
ing to go the whole length of making the proceedings on
every nomination public. Personally, as I have said, I would
be willing to have that done; I would be glad to have the rules
amended in that way, and if such an amendment shall be pro-
posed I shall vote for it go far as that is concerned; but I have
proposed this amendment to the rules, as I have said, in the
belief that it is as far as we can possibly hope to go, and there is
very serious doubt whether or not we will be able to go even
that far. I take it that it will take a two-thirds vote to adopt
this resolution.

.Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no, Mr. President ; I beg to differ with the
Senator as to that; it will not require a two-thirds vote to
amend the rules.

Mr. JONES. It has been so ruled heretofore.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that there has
been no ruling of that sort.

Mr. JONES. Very well; I am glad to have that statement
from the Vice President, because this is a proposed amendment
to the rules—

The VICE PRESIDENT. A majority vote only is required to
amend the rules. A two-thirds vote is required to suspend the

rules.

Mr. JONES. The matter of suspension is in the same para-
graph as the matter of amendment, and I supposed the same
ruling would apply; but I am glad to have the ruling of the
Vice President. I think he is right. I have felt in the past that
the ruling that required a two-thirds vote even to suspend the
rules was not in accordance with the rules.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President, I want to express
my especial gratification at the parliamentary situation as
indicated by the present occupant of the chair. I have been
contending for that ruling for a long, long time, and I never
before got any kind of encouragement for it.

Mr. JONES. 1 am glad to have that ruling myself.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mryr. President——

Mr. JONES. I yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. In view of what the Senator has said about
his desire to protect the right of a Senator who is falsely
accused, as some Senators have been, of the way they voted in
executive session on a nomination, why does not the Senator
himself put into his amendment a provision that any Senator
may tell his constituents in answer to a question how he voted,
and expldin his reasons if he chooses to do so? In other words,
Mr. President, may we not have read the amendment that is to
be offered by the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. JONES. I should have no objection to that. As I said
4 while ago, I should have no objection to making public every
yvote on every nomination.

Mr. NORRIS, Mr. President, if the Senator from Washing-
ton will permit me, in answer to the suggestion of the Senator
from Connecticut, I will send my amendment to the desk to be
read for the information of the Senate, if the Senator desires
me to do so.

Mr. JONES.
proposal read.

Mr. NORRIS. I send to the desk an amendment that I pro-
pose to offer as soon as I can get the floor, to be added at the
end of the proposed rule.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read for
the information of the Senate.

The Cuier Crerx. It is proposed to add, at the end of the
rule proposed by the Senator from Washington, the following:

1 shall be glad to have the Senator have his
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All roll calls in closed executive session, together with a statement
of the guestion upon which such roll calls are had, shall be published
in the REcomp.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit
me, that is a very different proposal from the one the Senator
from Washington has just stated he was willing to accept.

Mr. JONES. Yes; I am willing to vote for a rule that will
provide for having all nominations considered in open executive
session, so far as I am personally concerned.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I understand that the pro-
posal is limited to open executive sessions with respect to
nominations. It has nothing to do with executive sessions for
the purpose of considering treaties?

Mr. JONES. No.

Mr. FLETCHER. I think myself that we might very well
comply with this suggestion as to all nominations. I do think
there is some real need at this time for considering treaties in
executive session.

Mr. JONES. I agree with the Senator on that.

Mr. FLETCHER. That is not disturbed by.this amendment?

Mr. JONES. No. I was going to say just a word about the
terms of this proposal.

This proposal practically reverses the rule as it has been
construed and as it has been applied. At present we are re-
quired to go into executive session o all nominations. Under
the rule as proposed, hereafter nominations shall be considered
in open executive session.

In order to consider a nomination in open executive session
now it must be so decreed by a two-thirds vote of the Senate,
and that is really what led me to put the two-thirds provision
in this proposal, which is as follows: ¢

Hereafter nominations shall be considered in open executive session
unless the Senate, in closed executive session, shall, by a two-thirds
vote, determine that any particular nomination shall be considered in
closed executive session—

In other words, I have simply reversed the rule as it applies
to the Senate fo-day. That is the reason why I put in the two-
thirds provision. Now, before we can have a nomination con-
sidered in open executive session, we must have a two-thirds
vote. As this rule proposes that all nominations shall be
considered in open executive session, I would have them consid-
ered in open executive session unless otherwise ordered upon a
two-thirds vote, according to this rule.

And in that case paragraph 2 of this rule—

That is, the other paragraph relating to these nominations—
shall apply to such nomination and its consideration.

Mr. President, I think this is all I care to say in regard to
the matter.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr, President, the Senator has just
made reference to paragraph 2 of the rule. What becomes of
that paragraph?

Mr. JONES. Paragraph 2 is suspended so long as the Senate
considers these nominations in open session; but if the Senate,
by a two-thirds vote, shall decide to consider a nomination in
closed session, then the provisions of paragraph 2 apply.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President——

Mr. JONES. 1 yield to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I had in mind the same matter
which apparently was in the mind of the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. SmorTRIDGE]. I think there would be some incon-
gruity in adopting the rule just as suggested by the Senator
from Washington. You have paragraph 2: .

All information communicated or remarks made—
And so forth, and so forth—the same rule. Then:

Hereafter nominations shall be considered in open executive sesslon
unless the Senate—

These would seem to be altogether incongruous. I suggest
to the Senator that the more appropriate way to do it would be
to provide:

That paragraph 2 of Rule XXXVIII of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, relating to proceedings on nominations in executive session, be,
and the same is hereby, amended so as to read as follows:

Then follow with your proposal:

Hereafter nominations shall be considered in open executive session
unless the Senate, in closed executive session, shall by a two-thirds
vote determine that any particular nomination shall be considered in
closed executive session, and in that case paragraph 2 of this rule
ghall apply to such nomination and its consideration,
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Instead of “and In that case,” have it read:

When nominations are so considered in executive gession, all informa-
tion ecommunicated—

And se forth, just as In paragraph 2. In other words, amend
paragraph 2 so that it will be introduced by the Senator’s
language, and then have the provision in regard to going into
closed executive session.

Mr. JONES. I can not see, myself, where that makes any
difference at all. Of course the language of my provision
merely suspends paragraph 2 so long as nominations are con-
sidered in open session ; but if the Senate, by the necessary vote,
decides to consider them in closed session, then paragraph 2 does
apply. I should bhave no objection to framing the amendment
along the lines suggested by the Senator from Montana, because
I think his suggestion means exactly the same thing as mine,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Of course I intended that it should.

Mr. JONES. Yes. :

Mr. WALSH of Montana., It simply seemed to me to be
incongruous to say that all information shall be held secret and
then say that nominations shall be considered in closed session.

Mr. JONES. But this becomes a paragraph in the same
rule.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. You have paragraph 2 and then
paragraph 7 relating to the same thing.

Mr. JONES. Yes; but paragraph 7, of course, is adopted
after paragraph 2, and of course is intended to do away with
paragraph 2, but only so long as these nominations are con-
sidered in open session. I did that more particularly because
I desired to have the paragraph a short one; and, as I said, I
think the meaning, the application, is exacitly the same as in
the case of the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Montana.

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President——

Mr. JONES. I yield to the Senator from Delaware.

Mr. BAYARD. Following the suggestion of the Senator from
Montana, which I think is a most wise one, let me make this
suggestion to the Senator from Washington :

Paragraph 2 as it stands reads as follows:

All information communicated or remarks made by a Benator when
acting upon nominations concerning the character or qualifications of
the person nominated, also all votes upon any nomination, shall be kept
secret. If, however, charges shall be made against a person nominated,
the committee may, in its diseretion, notify such nominee thereof—

And so forth. Now the Senator is going to add certain lan-
guage to that. Section 7 of the proposed rule reads as follows:

Hereafter nominations shall be considered in open executive session
unless the Benate, in closed executive session, shall by a two-thirds vote
determine that any particular nomination shall be considered in closed
executive session, and in that ease paragraph 2 of this rule shall apply
to such nomination and its consideration.

The point that I want to bring before the Senator and the rest
of my colleagues is this: If we go into executive session—and
we shall, under the Senator’s rule—for the purpose of determin-
ing whether or not we shall go into open session, in the executive
session comments may be made upon the appointee of the Presi-
dent not very laundatory of that appointee. If we go back again
into open executive session, the wording of the Senator’s pro-
posed paragraph 7 would authorize every Member of the Senate
who was present to comment upon and repeat what was said in
closed executive session. I can not escape that conclusion,

Mr. JONES. Why, ves; that is true.

Mr. BAYARD. I do not think the Senator means to do that.

Mr. JONES. I can see no harm that would result from that.

Mr. BAYARD. Oh, yes; there might be harm.

Mr, JONES. Not at all.

Mr. BAYARD. For this reason, Mr. President: Mr. A may
be nominated for thus and such an office. The matter may be
taken up in executive session to determine whether or no we
should go into open session; and during that executive session
many things may be sald derogatory to the character of Mr. A.
Then the Senate determines to go back into open session——

Mr. JONES. But it takes a two-thirds vote to do that.

Mr. BAYARD. And the person who made these derogatory
remarks may not feel justified or warranted in saying in open
session what he said in closed session. Nevertheless his col-
leagues have the right, under the proposed rule as suggested by
the Senator from Washington, to talk about those things deroga-
tory to the nominee here, there, aud everywhere,

Mr. JONES. Why, certainly, Mr. President. If the Senate
now should by a two-thirds vote, after discussion, decide to
hold an open executive session on a nomination, there is noth-
ing to prevent a Senator from repeating or referring to every-
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thing that was said in the executive session. So0. I can see no
harm coming from a discussion in execuntive session if it is de-
clde? by a two-thirds vote to consider such nomination in open
session.

Mr. BAYARD. Then, Mr. President, it seems to me the Sena-
tor should strike out all of paragraph 2, and follow the method
suggested by the Senator from Montana, and substitute his
proposed paragraph 7 for paragraph 2, because as long as we
have the two upon our rule book, if they get there, we are going
to have a definition of secrecy under paragraph 2, and a defini-
tion of our powers of divulging that secrecy merely because
we happen to change from closed to open session. We can not
escape it.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I do not understand that the
proposal of the Senator from Montana is to do away with para-
graph 2 at all.

Mr. BAYARD. It is to substitute and amend paragraph 2;
but the Senator from Washington proposes to leave it there on
the rule book.

Mr, JONES. The effect, as I take it, is exactly the same. If
a nomination is considered in closed executive session under
the rule as amended, then nothing ean be given out; but if it
is not. considered in closed executive session, if it is considered
in open executive session, even though this may be put back
under paragraph 2, it can all be given out just the same.

Mr. BAYARD. Oh, no! May I say this to the Senator

Mr, JONES. I may be very dull intellectually, but I ean
not see any substantial difference between what I have put in
and what the Senator from Montana suggests,

Mr. BAYARD. Let me state this case to the Senator then:

Mr. A is nominated. The guestion arises, assuming that the
Senator’s rule is adopted, whether we shall consider his nomi-
nation in open or closed session. We go into closed session for
the purpose of determining that question; and during the closed
gession remarks may be made about Mr. A, the nominee, which
are distinetly derogatory to Mr., A. They are made in closed
executive session by reason of the fact that the Senator who
makes them does not eare to make them in the open session.
After the question is decided we go back again into open execu-
tive session, and then we release the seal of secrecy upon all the
Senators who have heard that, and they can guote Senator A,
Senator B, or Senator C in regard to this nominee, and he is
powerless. It may be he was making his remarks on informa-
tion and belief, without any definite foundation for them.

Mr. JONES. That would be exactly the same if the rule
were amended in accordance with the suggestion of the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. BAYARD. Does the Senator want to do that?

Mr. JONES. I say that if a vote is taken after discussion,
the man who makes the charges knows that unless two-thirds of
the Senate vote to consider the matter in executive session, it
will be public. I see nothing wrong about that. I see no harm
to come from that. As I said a while ago, I would be perfectly
willing to have a rule that wounld provide for the consideration
of nominations, without any qualification, in open executive ses-
sion, as far as I am personally concerned.

Mr. BAYARD. Then I say to the Senator, that if section 2
of the rule have section 7 added to it, as he proposes it now, he
will open the very breach which he is now trying to close,

Mr, JONES. I think the Senator is mistaken in that.

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator yield to me to enter a mo-
tion to refer the resolution to the Committee on Rules, so that
the motion may be pending? I want to leave the Chamber,

Mr. JONES. I have no objection to that, so that the motion
may be pending,

Mr, CURTIS. Let the motion be entered, to refer the matter
to the Committee on Rules.

Mr. JONES. That will not cut off debate?

Mr. CURTIS. No.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to have the opportunity for
amendment cut off. 3

Mr. CURTIS. I do not intend that it shall be.

Mr. NORRIS. If an amendment is offered, and there is a
motion pending to refer——

Mr. CURTIS. I withdraw the motion,

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator would better withdraw it.
The Senator, I think, will have an opportunity to make the
motion later,

Mr, JONES. Mr. President, I think every Senator under-
stands this proposition, and, so far as I am concerned, I am
perfectly willing to allow the matter to come to a vote.

Mr. NORRIS obtained the floor.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
to ask the Senator from Washington a question?

Mr. NORRIS. 1 yield to the Senator.
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Mr. BARKLEY. T observe it is provided in the resolution
that in order that a particular nomination shall be considered
in secrecy, the Senate must go into executive session to decide
that question. Why should not the question be decided in
open session, as well as action on the nomination itself?

Mr. JONES. Because if we are going to have a rule like this,
then the reasons for holding open executive session could very
consistently, it seems to me, be presented in closed executive
gession, so that if the Senate should decide that a particular
case then before it should be considered in closed executive
session none of the matters against the nominee would be en-
titled to publicity.

Mr. BARKLEY. Is there anything sacred about a nominee
whose name has been sent in by the President that should en-
title him to have his qualifications shrouded in secrecy any more
than a man who asks the people to elect him to some office?

Mr. JONES., The Senator knows that I have said that per-
sonally I would be in favor of considering all nominations in
open executive session.

Mr. BARKLEY. That is my position precisely.

Mr. JONES. But the Senator knows what apparently is
the sentiment of the Senate, or, at least, what it has been indi-
cated to be by votes in the past. If I am sure I can not get
all that personally I would be in favor of, I am willing to go as
far as I can toward my object, and I have presented this matter
in this way because I felt that this probably would be as far
as we could possibly go, and I have my doubt about the Senate
even going this far. But I have felt that this is as far as we
could possibly hope to have the Senate go and that this is much
better than the existing rule. Probably after we have pro-
ceeded a while under a rule like this we can get the Senate to go
the whole length and consider all nominations In open session.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I desire at this time to offer
an amendment. I move to add at the end of the proposed rule
the following:

All roll calls in closed executive session, together with a statement
of the guestion upon which such roll calls are had, shall be published
in the RECORD.

If that amendment is agreed to, to a great extent it will
obviate the difficulty suggested by the Senator from Kentucky.

Before I get-to the proposed amendment, however, I want to
discuss briefly the general proposition involved in the proposed
change. I think we ought to consider all public business in
the open. If I had my way about it, I would go a good deal
further than is proposed by this resolution. I agree with the
Senator from Kentucky. However, other Senators do not agree
with us, and we have to respect their judgment and their opin-
jon. A majority of the Senators are perhaps in disagreement
with those of us who believe as we do. So we must take things
as they are, and not as we would like to have them, and get out
of it what we can, if anything, that will help to solve this
difficulty that arises continually, and has been very much
discussed recently throughout the entire country in connection
with the nomination of Mr. West, which was recently con-
gidered in closed session.

First, I want to call the attention of the Senate to an in-
justice under our present system which applies to Senators
who, in absolute good faith, want to obey the rule. It is
true that Senators do not agree on the consiruction of the rule
to which I am going to call attention, but those of us who be-
lieve one way are under a handicap which does not apply to
Senators who have a different idea as to the consiruction of
the rule.

There is a very sharp line of demarcation as to the con-
struction of a certain sentence in paragraph 2 of Rule XXXVIIL
All Senators realize that. I am going to read a part of this
paragraph, enough to ecall attention to the particular language
I want to consider. Commencing with paragraph 2, the rule
reads as follows:

All information commupicated or remarks made by a Senator when
dcting upon nominations concerning the character or gualifications of
the person nominated, also all votes upon any nomination, shall be
kept secret.

The particular part of that rule to which I want to call the
attention of the Senate is the last clause, “ also all votes upon
any nomination, shall be kept secret.”

As I construe that rule, and as it is construed by the Senator
from Washington and a great many other Senators, it wounld
prevent a Senator from telling how he himself voted on any
particular nomination, It is true other Senators claim that there
is nothing in the language which would prevent a Senator from
telling how he voted, and those who believe that way can con-
scientionsly tell the public how they did vote on any nomina-
tion. But a man who wants to obey the rules, who wants to be
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obedient to the law of the Senate, and does not believe that
that econstruction is right, is handicapped. If he puts upon
that language the construction which it seems to me must be
placed upon it, he ean not make public how he voted. If we
put that construction on it, that one can tell how he voted, it
would simply in effect vitiate the entire paragraph, because
it would not be a difficult thing to ask every Senator how
he voted, and thus find out just exactly what the vote was.

I want to call the attention of the Senate to an experience of
my own. In a campaign in my State a few years ago a charge
was openly made against me in a newspaper, and I think it
was guoted in other newspapers, and the paper attempted to
give my vote in executive session on a certain very important
nomination ; but they said I voted against a certain confirma-
tion, when, as a matter of fact, I had voted for it.

Under those circumstances, being wrongfully accused in the
publie press on a very important vote had in the Senate of the
United States, what was my remedy? I felt that under the
rule I had no right to tell how I voted and I suffered in silence,
and never made any reference to the charge that was being
made. Yet that charge was one that any citizen had a right to
make. Action on that nomination was a part of my official
work as the representative of my people. It seems to me they
had a right to know how I stood on that guestion, the same as
they would have a right to know how I stood on a tariff ques-
tion, or a taxation question, or any other question that could
possibly come before the Senate in its legislative capacity.

Other Senators would have taken a different course and
would have denied the charge, and perhaps they would have been
right. But I never felt that that was the proper construction
of the rule, and in applying it to myself, it seemed to me that
I had either to suffer personal injury or I had to violate a rule
of the Senate.

Mr. President, nobody wants to violate the rules of the Sen-
ate. When a Senator takes an obligation to obey the rules of
the Senate, he wants to obey them; and nothing short of a
revolutionary spirit could induce a Senator to violate them.
The right of revolution I concede is a sacred right, which
exists in the Senate the same as everywhere else; and I have
long contemplated whether those of us who feel as I do on this
subject would not be justified in a parliamentary revolution,
as some Senators have before stated that they would under
no circumstances be bound to secrecy in a matter which affected
their own official acts, when their action was questioned by
those whom they represented.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. StepHENS in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from
Alabama?

Mr, NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. BLACK. If the Senate has the constitutional right to
impose secrecy in the cases where the rule does impose a ban
of secrecy, would it not also have the constitutional right to
pass on legislation in secret?

Mr. NORRIS. I am inclined to think =o.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I supposed it was
very well understood that for a long time the proceedings of the
Senate were conducted in secrecy.

Mr. BLACK. That is correct. The question I wanted to ask
the Senator from Nebraska was, whether it is prohibited by any
constitutional provision or not, if it is not contrary to the spirit
of Amrerican democracy, and to the spirit of the formation and
evolution of our legal and legislative system, to have our legis-
lative proceedings behind closed doors?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I agree with the Senator, and I have
often said that it is contrary to the fundamental principle under-
lying every democracy. I can conceive, however, that there may
come times when secrecy would be necessary, particularly, per-
haps, when we were at war, when the giving of publicity to
some important matier might enable the enemy of our country
to secure an advantage. Under those circumstances, perhaps,
the very preservation of our own Government might call upon
1s to transact sonre business in seeret,

I could call the Senator’s attention to a bill that we passed
during the late war. While we had to act in public, the com-
mittee of which I happened to be a member met in executive
ses<ion on Sunday. There was one reason why we did so. It was
said by those governmental officials who proposed the action to
us that if what we had in view became publicly known it would be
very injurious to one of our allies in the World War. I remem-
ber that the work of that committee was kept secret, and we had
to do it to prevent some objections being made on the floor of the
Senate by Senators who would have done it with perfect inno-
cence, because they did not know what the difficulty was. We
had to tell them privately and quite a number of Senators were
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quieted, and the matter received practically no attention when
we passed the bill in publie session.

Such situations might arise. It is very seldom that they do
arise. I can not recall now a single nomination since I have
been a Member of the Senate that, as I look back over it, ought
to have been considered in secret executive session. There may
have been some, but I do not recall any; I do not think of any
now. In the case of Mr., West the evidence was taken in public.
It was printed as a public document subject to circulation
through the mails under the frank of a Senator or Member of
the House. It was as public as the CoONGRESSIONAL RECORD.
The evidence was all taken in publie, but when we came to pass
upon the evidence taken in public we went into secret executive
session and acted in secret =ession, and none of the votes in that
session were made publie,

Senators may say that in that case there was not nmuch impor-
tance attached to it, and for argument’s sake I might admit it,
although I think that it was of great importance, Senators
disagreed on the point as to how much public importance was
attached to that action of the Senate. I thought, and some
other Senators thought, and people outside of the Senate agreed
with us, that we were taking an action as important as any
public action that we had taken during this session of Congress.
Whether we are agreed with or not, there are thousands of
honest, patriotic citizens who believe that, and yet the action
was taken behind closed doors. I think it could be very well
compared with any of the votes we have taken on any bill
Senators know there would be an outery in the country if we
undertook to pass any general legislation behind closed doors.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. NORRIS, I yield.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the Senator. The Senator referred
to the fact that committee meetings on nominations were held
in public and the proceedings were published. I am a member
of two committees that have to pass, one of them very fre-
quently and the other at less frequent intervals, on nominations.
It has never been the practice of either of those committees,
with one exception, to hold in public its hearings in regard to
nominations. It has oceurred to me several times to wonder
why it was that committees which were considering nominations
which must be considered by the Senate in secret executive
session, unless the rule were altered, should hold their hearings
on those nominations in public and publish the record as spread
before them on the qualifications or disqualifications of candi-
dates. Can the Senator enlighten us on that point?

Mr. NORRIS. I will say to the Senator that if we follow
out the theory of secret sessions, then I think he is entirely
right. If we are going to vote in secret we ought to take the
evidence in secret. But as a matter of practice, while we do
both ways, as a rule the evidence is taken in public.

Now let us take the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield just at
that point?

Mr, NORRIS. Very well; T yield.

Mr. JONES. I have thought about that question many tim#s.
The sessions or meetings of the committee which we have held
were execntive sessions to hear testimony or otherwise. I
believe that under the rule we are violating the rule whenever
a committee takes testimony and makes it public under such
cirenmstances.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield
just for a moment—— h

Mr. NORRIS. 1 yield to the Senator from California.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. If I understood the junior Senator
from Alabama [Mr, Brack] correctly, he said that the spirit
of ]democrucy was to have all public business conducted in
public.

Mr. BLACK.
do otherwise.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I suppose the Senator will agree with
me that Washington and Franklin believed in the true spirit
of democracy?

Mr. BLACK. I will agree with the Senator to that extent,
and further state that I agree with Mr, Jefferson in his
criticism as to holding the Constitutional Convention in secret.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I was about to observe that if the
theory of the distinguished Senator from Alabama and the
immortal Jefferson had been followed, we never would have
had a Constitation of the United States, and, permit me to add,
my opinion is supported by a great many and deeper thinkers
than I am. the debates, sometimes acrimonious, of that
historic convention had been carried on in the open, we never
would have had a Constitution. If the theory of Jefferson and

It is contrary to the spirit of democracy to
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the scholarly Senator from Alabama had been adopted, the
attempt to “ form a more perfect Union " wonld have ended in
failure.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not wish to yield for a
discussion between two other Senators. I realize I will never
get anywhere with my comments if I practically yield the
floor for other Senators to engage in a debate. I will answer
any question submitted to me if I can. .

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I wish merely to dissent from the view
of the junior Senator from Alabama and to hold as I have
indicated.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, may I make just one brief
statement in that connection?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr., BLACK. I want to add to what the Senator has said
that one of the chief arguments used against the adoption
of the Constitution, and used very successfully in many States
and that affected many minds, was the fact that the sessions
were held behind ecloged doors,

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, it would not change my mind
if some one quoted George Washington to the effect that he
had said he was in favor of doing public business behind closed
doors, Probably if I had lived in the days of Washington,
I might have agreed with him. But I have such great respect
for our forefathers that it seems to me the way we can honor
them most is fo try to progress and go a little bit further than
they went, and to carry the torch of civilization a little bit
further into the wilderness than our forefathers carried it. I
hope when I am gone that those who follow me will not stop
where I do but will carry on. I am firmly of the opinion that
if, at the beginning of this Goverment, the Senate and the
House had commenced to transact public business behind closed
doors, we would not be here to-day, at least representing the
same Government that we are now trying our best to represent,
I do not believe that a democracy can permanently stand when
its public business is transacted in secref.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield.

Mr. HEFLIN. I merely wish to suggest to the Senator from
California that he might quote another President of the United
States who said he believed in open covenants openly arrived at.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. But they never were arrived at. The
trouble was they never reached the point of arrival.

Mr. NORRIS. The fact that they were not arrived at does
not, in my judgment, do away with the justice of the propo-
sition that we should have open covenants and arrive at them
openly.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President, if T may add a word——

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment. We never do attain the
ideal that we have in our minds, and we will probably satisfy
our own conseciences if we come as near to it as we can. I yield
now to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BARKLEY. Open covenants openly arrived at may not
have been arrived at in the days of Mr. Wilson, but they have
been more recently arrived at, and openly.

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the time will come when all covenants
will be open, and all arrived at openly.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly.

Mr, BINGHAM. Is the Senator in favor of the resolution sub-
mitted by the Senator from Washington?

Mr. NORRIS. I am going to vote for it. I would rather
have it entirely open than the way he has it, but I think the
resolution proposed by the Senator from Washington is a very
great improvement over the present procedure of the Senate.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an-
other question?

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. -

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator is eminently fair-minded and
always desires to do what is right and what is fair to any
individnal, as everyone knows. Does it oceur to the Senator
that the proposed rule, if put into operation, may place a stigma
on an innocent man when thousands and thousands of people are
confirmed in the open and suddenly some day one man is singled
out to have his nomination considered in secret? At the present
time thousands of postmasters throughout the country have their
nominations considered in secret, and the nominations of thou-
sands of officers of the Army and Navy are considered in
secret. The rule is that everyone who is innocent shall have
his nomination considered in secret, and only when the public
business demands it does it come into the public before the
Senate, when two-thirds of the Senators think it should be dis-
cussed in public. Does not the Senator feel that to single out
one man and discuss his nomination in private is going to make
it extremely difficult for that man?
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Mr. NORRIS. I will tell the Senator how to avoid that. If
he will come over, with his powerful influence in the Senate, to
the weak group of men that I belong to and who thus far have
been in the minority, and wield the wonderful power of his
influence with us, we will not have such instances. We will
consider all such cases in public, and hence there will be no
stigma upon some man who may be singled out. We will not
gingle out anybody if we can get the help of the Senator to
carry on. There will be no stigma.

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator said he is going to vote for the
resolution.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. I would rather vote for the resolution
if it proposed to consider all of them in public, but because we
have so many Senators with their great power and their elo-
quence and their ingenuity like the Senator from Connecticut,
we have to take one bite at a time. I would rather have half
a loaf than no bread at all.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Senator
that any man nominated could aveid that difficulty by express-
ing the desire to have his nomination eonsidered in open execu-
tive session.

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; and his friends here in the Senate could
avoid it by doing the same thing. But is a man nominated for
office by the President entitled to any greater privilege than the
man who is running for an elective office? Are we going to
fill our appointive offices with men who would not get to first
base if they had to go before the public?

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield again?

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment I will yield. Are we going
to say that men who could not go out before their constituents
and in the eyes of the public and have the light of publicity
turned upon their qualifications and their character in a con-
test before the people, shall be shielded from the same dangers,
if we want to call them dangers, that every one of us and every
other man running for an elective office from President down
to road overseer must meet before the people?

I now yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. Does the Senator mean to suggest that those
who are running for an elective office had better be elected in
the future by open ballot rather than by secret ballot as we
have done in recent years?

Mr, NORRIS. Now, the Senator is going into another ques-
tion. A secret ballot must be had. The Australian ballot, the
secret ballot, is one that has been demanded by the advancing
tide of civilization not for the protection of the candidate, as
the Senator would indicate by his guestion, but to-prevent men
of power and influence and wealth from buying, with money and
other promises, the citizenship of the United States. That is
why we have the secret ballot.

The candidate has no protection on account of the secret
ballot——

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. Just a moment—but he must go out before
the people and fight his battle in the open. If, however, he is
appointed to an office, perhaps ten times more important, then
his nomination is considered behind closed doors, A man may
run—I have in mind several such instances—for United States
Senator where he has to fight in the open ; he may be repudiated
by his people, condemned at the ballot box, defeated in the open
contest before the people, and then be appointed to some office
much better than the one he lost and that the people denied him,
and his nomination be brought before the Senate, and be consid-
ered behind closed doors in executive session.

Why should not the people have the right to know what is
said, what is done, what are his qualifications, and what are the
votes when we vote on the confirmation, let us say, of an Attor-
ney General or a Secretary of State, or a judge, just as the
people would have the right to know if those officers were run-
ning before the people and had to go before them in open
contest ? -

Now I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator from
Nebraska that in the old days, before we had the Australian
ballot system, we had the plain open ticket; the powers that
be would marshal the voters in blocks of a hundred, make them
hold up their tickets, and they would have a eaptain go with
them to the polls and see that they deposited their ballots.
1t was for the good of government, both local and national,
that that system was abolished and that the voter himself
might retire to a polling booth, vote according to his judgment,
fold his ballot, and put it in the box without anyone knowing
how he voted; but we come from those people; we have been
gelected by them, and in this representative form of govern-
ment we must give an account to them of our stewardship, If
we hold a secret session in this body and discuss nominations
and finally determine what we shall do, we owe it to those
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people and to the country to give the registered judgment of
this body, and that is what we ought to do.

Mr. NORRIS. I think so.

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. GLENN. Does the Senator from Nebraska believe that
the Supreme Court of the United States and similar courts
throughout the Nation in considering their decisions should
admit the public and that their discussions and deliberations
should be carried on in the presence of the public?

Mr. NORRIS. No; I would not say that; nor would I say
that a committee of the Senate when it undertakes to consider
and thresh out amendments to a bill should hold its sessions
openly, mainly because the ordinary procedure is necessary in
order to arrive at proper conclusions and to give the proper
consideration to a measure; but votes in the Senate ought to
be published. I would not for a moment stand for the propo-
sition that when the Supreme Court of the United States ren-
dered an opinion they should not tell how many judges con-
curred and how many disagreed; that fact ought to be made
public. When we have before us the nomination of a judge
for the Supreme Court of the United States I think that cught
to be considered openly; and I mean no disrespect to the judge;
II am not thinking of him; I am thinking of the country at
arge. i

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts and Mr. BRUCE addressed
the Chair,

Mr, NORRIS. I yield first to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, The Senator from Nebraska
is of course aware of the fact that it was very seriously urged
at one time that every justice of the Supreme Court of the
United States should be obliged publicly to give his opinion
upon every decision rendered by that court, and that suggestion
came very near being adopted.

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President——

Mr, NORRIS. I now yield fo the Senator from Maryland.

Mr. BRUCHE, I suggest to the Senator from Nebraska not to
forget the fact that, of course, the deliberations of the Supreme
Court judges are finally embodied in their conclusions which
contain their reasoning and the authorities on which they aet,
as evidenced by published reports of their decisions.

Mr, NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. President, coming now to the amendment which I have
offered to the resolution, let me say that it simply provides that
all roll calls in executive session shall be published. Suppose
a motion shall be made in executive session to consider a nomi-
nation in open executive session. That involves a controversy,
and naturally there are two sides to it. There may be some
reasons one way and some reasons another, but have not the
people a right to know whether their Senators are for open
executive sessions or for closed executive sessions on a par-
ticular matter? Then, suppose a vote is had and those who
favor an open executive session are defeated, and that a motion
is then made in executive session that the roll eall by which the
mofion was defeated ghall be published; is there any possible
objection to that? And yet under our rules that can not be
done, unless, as it has been decided, there is a two-thirds vote
in executive session to publish it. Is there any reason why the
people of my State should not know whether I voted for a
closed session or an open session on any nomination? Can any
man give any reason why such information should not be pub-
lic? It has nothing to do with the character or qualifications
of the man who is a candidate for office, but only has to do
with letting the people know whether I stood for an open ses-
sion or a closed session., That does not affect the argument for
closed sessions; it does not affect the argument for open ses-
sions ; but merely whether the people shall know how their rep-
resentatives voted on that question. If the people of a State
want their Senators to vote for closed sessions and they agree
with them and accept their commissions on that condition,
then, of course, they would be for closed sessioms, but should
they be able to conceal that fact from their constituents or
should they be able to say to them, “ I will not tell you whether
I am for an open session or a closed session "7

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President——

Mr., NORRIS, I yield to the Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. BINGHAM. I sympathize entirely with the position
taken by the Senator, but why does he not offer an amendment
to make it perfectly clear in the rules what some Senators
already believe to be their right as a question of self-defense,
that any Senator is permitted, whenever he feels so inclined,
to state how he has voted and give the reasons therefor? Why
does not the SBenator suggest that kind of an amendment?

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator knows that I have; the Senator
knows now, if he will remember what happened in executive
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gession, T have done exactly the thing that he proposes, and I
take it that I had the powerful opposition of the Senator from
Connécticnt.

Mr. BINGHAM. No; Mr. President, I think the Senator did
not understand me correctly. What I asked the Senator was
why he did not propose an amendment to the rules which wonld
permit an individual Senator to state what he did but not to
tell what his neighbors did?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have proposed, and there is
now pending, an amendment to the resolution of the Senator
from Washington that will go just a little further than that;
that will publish the roll eall in the Recorp, and let the country
know not enly how I voted but how every other Senator voted.

Now, let me say to the Senator—I tried to make that plain
a while ago but evidently I have not done so—that the con-
struction he places upon the rule differs from mine. I am not
criticizing his judgment at all, except that I can not agree
that a Senator now has the right to tell how he voted. I do
not think he has, and, not believing I have that right, I do not
believe I have a moral right to exercise it. The Senator thinks
he has a right to tell how he voted. Let me show him just
what the result of that would be. It would only be a round-
about way of accomplishing what my amendment seeks to
accomplish directly, In other words, if every Senator could
tell how he voted, then it would only be necessary for the news-
paper man who wants to ascertain the facts to ask or have
somebody else ask every Senator how he voted, and he would
then have the roll call and would accomplish indirectly the
publication of what the rule provides shall be a secret. So
that, under the Senator's construction, the rule as it stands
does not mean anything. The only thing I complain about it
is that it means one thing to some Senators and a different
thing to others. This amendment will change it. This amend-
ment will put a record vote in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD every
time it occurs, and hence everybody will know how every Sena-
tor voted.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, will the Senator yield further?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes.

Mr. BINGHAM. But the Senator's amendment does not give
to a Senator the right to explain his vote, does it?

Mr. NORRIS. No; there is nothing said about an explana-
tion of a vote.

Mr. BINGHAM.
out his permission.

Mr. NORRIS. I should be glad to accept an amendment
that, in addition to the roll eall, there shall be put in the REcorp
any explanation that any Senator may desire to make in regard
to his vote. I should be glad to have that done. The Senator
knows that we can not adopt that. I think the Senator is aware
of the fact that that kind of an amendment would fail. I have
no objection to it; I would be glad to let every Senator have a
page of the CoNGRESSIONAL Recorp every time we hold an ex-
ecutive session where a roll call is had to enable him to explain
his vote, if the Senate desires to do that; but I anticipate that
would not get the votes of one-fourth of the Senate member-
ship. The question involved as to the roll calls is clear.
Suppose we take a roll call as to whether we are going to con-
sider a question in open or in secret session when a motion is
made that we consider the question in open session. My amend-
ment would bring about a statement in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of what the question was and of the motion made. The
Recorp the next day would say “the Senate considered this
nomination in open executive session; and upon motion, a roll
call was had, with the following result.” There you have it.

If some Senator should want to explain his vote, I would
have no objection, though I do not think any Senator would
want to do so. It would be known whether he was in favor of
the particular question or whether he was against it—the roll
call would show that—and that would be the final judgment;
that would be the decree of a court supreme within its domain ;
and why the people should not know how the different mem-
bers of the court voted is more than I ean comprehend.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, before the Senator takes his
seat will he yield to another question?

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. BINGHAM. With regard to the confirmation of a nomi-
nee for high office of an executive nature, is it not true that
there might be a Senator so different, let me say, from the
courageous Senator from Nebraska that he would not like to
vote against that confirmation for fear that if the appointee
were confirmed the day might come when some constituent of
the Senator might desire him to secure a favor from that high
official, and the high official might put his request to one side
very quietly and without giving any reason, but in his heart
knowing the reason was that the particular Senator had op-
posed him on the floor and had made it very disagreeable and

It merely publishes the way he voted with-
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difficult for his nomination to be confirmed? Is it not true that
that is one of the reasoms why our forefathers provided for
secret sessions of the Senate—in order to protect a Senator
who in his conscience desired to vote against the confirmation
of a nominee, but feared that if he did so he and his con-
stituents would be likely to suffer for it in the future?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator has asked me a
very proper question., I am glad he asked it, because it snggests
a phase of this matter which I have not discussed, but which
I shonld like to discuss.

In the first place, I do not know whether or not that was one
of the reasons why these secret sessions were provided for. I
never heard anybody suggest that it was ; but, whether it was or
not, I want to say that the condition the Senator has outlined
might occur. Most of the Senators here are lawyers. The con-
firmation of a judge might come up. He might be a supreme
judge, a cirenit or a distriet judge. He might be a district judge
in a Senator’'s own State; or some Senator as an attorney—and
we have many of them here with national reputations—might
have cases coming up in the Supreme Court, and it might be
that a supreme judge might take some revenge on him in court.
That is true. A cirenit judge or a distriet judge might do it.
A Cabinet officer might do it. That is all true. I frankly admit
that that might happen. .

Mr. BINGHAM. And is it not also true, even more than that,
that the President might punish a Senator for voting against the
President’s wishes if the President knew that he had done so?

Mr. NORRIS. I will take that up in a moment. That is
another suggestion that I want to discuss; but let me finish the
other one first. That is a responsibility, Mr. President, that
every Senator must assume,

There is not a State in this Union where, on important matters
of legislation, the people are not divided—honestly, conscien-
tionsly divided. Take prohibition: We have a vote here on pro-
hibition, and let us say that I vote against a prohibition law,
and it is done in a secret session. We are going to have a secret
session to protect me against the anger of my constituents, and
=0 I vote secretly against prohibition; and if I voted openly the
people in favor of prohibition might take revenge upon me if I
were a candidate for reelection to the Senate. That is all true.
There is not any question of any importance arising or that ever
will arise before the Senate of which that is not true, We must
assume those responsibilities, and the man who is not willing to
assume them ought not to be here.

Mr. WALSH of Montana., Mr. President, the same thing
might be said with respect to the election of judges all over the
United States. My recollection is that in 40 of the 48 States
the judges are elected. The members of the bar have to take
the responsibility as citizens of voting either for one candidate
for judge or for another candidate for judge; and I have never
discovered that any of them was very fearful about expressing
his choice as between rival eandidates.

Mr. NORRIS. And yet it is true that the judge, if he wanted
to be that kind of a man, could take all kinds of advantage of
a lawyer. Everybody knows that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Why, of course. Nothing of the
kind is to be assumed, however.

Mr, NORRIS. A man does not have to be a judge to do that.
The point I want to make is that we ought not to try to shift
responsibility. We ought not to try to hide our action for fear
somebody will take revenge on us. That comes up in every
Senator's campaign. He has done something here that some-
body does not like, and the man goes after him for it. Would
you have that vote in secret so that the other fellow could not
find out what the Senator did?

Another thing—and again I thank the Senator from Connec-
ticut for calling it to my attention—he said the President could
take advantage of you if you did not vote as he desired. Again
that is true; and he can do it now. Under our rules as they
stand now he ecan do it. That is another thing that is unfair.
While we conceal from the public our action here in executive
gessions, we certify under the hand of our executive clerk to
the President of the United States just what we do.

Let me read you a rule. It is Rule XXXIX:

The President of the United States shall, from time to time, be fur-
nished with an authenticated transcript of the executive records of the
Senate, but no further extract from the Executive Journal shall be
furnished by the Secretary except by special order of the Senate; and
no paper, except original treatles transmitted to the Senate by the
President of the United States, and finally acted upon by the Senate,
ghall be delivered from the office of the Beeretary without an order of
the Senate for that purpose,

Why, Mr. President, does anybody think for a moment that

the President of the United States does not know within 24
hours—yea, within 24 minutes, if he wants to find it out—just
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exactly how every Member of this body voted on any nomina-
tion that the President has sent here? And if the President is
the kind of a man that wants to take revenge upon a Senator
becnuse he has not voted as the President wanted him to vote
on a nomination, he can take that revenge now, If we have a
President who is so marrow-minded, so unpatriotic, so far for-
getful of his duty as that, I know of no way to remedy it by
passing all the rules for secrecy that the ingenuity of man can
invent; and how will he take revenge? By refusing to give the
Senator his proper piece of political pie.

There are Senators who have lived for quite a while in this
body who have not seen the political pie counter for years,
who have mever been admitted into the inclosure where the
plum tree blossoms, and they get along pretty well. They are
not kicking about anything that is happening. 8o if a Presi-
dent wants to do that, let him do it. You can not prevent it,
either, if you adopt this rule or if you defeat it.

Mr, BLACK. Mr. President

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. BLACK. I call the Senator's attention to Rule XXXVI,
which says:

When the President of the United States ghall meet the Senate In
the Senate Chamber for the consideration of executive business he shall
have a seat on the right of the Presiding Officer.

Mr. NORRIS. Exactly. I thank the Senator for that inter-
ruption. The President of the United States is entitled to walk
into the Senate Chamber right now, if we are in secret session;
and if he does, the Presiding Officer will have to move his
chair over a little and put another one up there, s0 as to enable
the President to sit where he can listen and see and hear every-
thing that we do.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President—

. Mr, NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BINGHAM. Would the Senator be in favor of having
the discussion in public and the voting In secret, as is done in
political campaigns?

May I say to the Senator, before he answers, that in my own
State—where we are very proud of the record of our judiciary
and believe it is second to none in the United States—we have
protected our senators who ratify gubernatorial appointments
by seeing to it that all votes on nominations which come from
the governor shall be secret ballots, so that each senator may
vote exactly sccording to his conscience, without the slightest
fear of displeasing the governor in any particular, or of trying
to secure his faverable notice by voting for one of his nominees.

Mr. NORRIS. The State of Connecticut, of course, has a
perfect right to have that kind of a law and that kind of a rule,
I am not finding fault with it. I should oppose it if I lived
there, if I were a part of their government; but that makes no
difference. They have a perfect right to it, and it is surprising
that under that kind of a rule they have done so well—because
they have done well. I pay my respects to the legislature and
the judiciary of the State of Connecticut. I am not finding
fault with them. In spite of that secret rule they are pretty
good fellows, not because of it.

Why, if the Senator’s argument is good and logical, it seems
to me he ought to be standing up here in the Senate advocat-
ing the closing of these doors and the driving out of everybody
from the galleries, and the exclusion of the representatives of
the press, and the insistence that if secrecy is so good in a rep-
resentative democracy we ought to have more of it, and do
nothing else except what we do in secret.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, the Senator is not quite fair
there.

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to be unfair.

Mr. BINGHAM. I know the Senator does not.

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator can correct me if he desires.

Mr. BINGHAM. May I call to the Senator's attention the
fact that in most organizations in this country, whether they be
of a fraternal nature or of a social nature or even of a religious
nature, the committee which has to deal with the personal
qualifications of candidates, whether they be to join a church
or to join a lodge or to join a elub, always holds its meetings
in secret, for the reason that, as we all know, human beings
are very sensitive and do not like to have their idiosyncrasies
discussed in publie, and that when personalities are discussed
a better result is secured if we do it behind closed doors,
whereas when we are discussing great measures a better result
is secured by discussing them in public.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the secret societies, even the
churches and all lodges, consider those things in secret. I am
not complaining about it. They have a perfect right to do it.
If you are going to have a secret society, yon must consider
something in secret. I am a member, however, of several
secret societies, I have had the honor to be the head in my
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State of one of the national secret societies, and its representa-
tive for four years in a sovereign grand lodge; and I have sald
behind the closed doors many a time that the beautiful lessons
that are faught there I should like to see staged before the
whole world. The teaching of fraternity, the teaching of
brotherly love, even of patriotic spirit in those societies, re-
sults, I think, in a great deal of good; but they have a picked
membership, In one respect they are churches. They have a
certain’ line of duty that they are trying to perform for the
upbuilding of civilization. They mark out a certain course
that they are going to take, and they say, “ We will not take
everybody. We will not take the man in the gutter. Some
other organization will.” Maybe they are wrong in not doing
it, but that is their business, They say, “ The man must have
a good moral character when we sgtart with him. He must be
so0 far along in civilization before we are going to take him up
and try to make him even better.” That is the fundamental
principle underlying their organization, and they go on with
their work in their way.

We, however, are not a secret organization. We are the
representatives here of 120,000,000 people who compose this
Government ; and I think nobody will dispute the fact that our
business—our legislative business, our official business—mmust be
transacted in the eyes of the world.

When it comes to a nominee, often of no importance—most of
them, if I had my way about it, I would not have here at all; I
would not give the Senate the right to act on 90 per cent of
them—some of them are extremely important, Some of them
have to do with a national policy. Some of them have to do
with human justice. Some of them have to do with foreign
relations that may bring us into war, or may conduct us in a
peaceful way through the trials and tribulations of foreign
diplomaey. They are public questions ; they are public policies;
and when we select the men to carry them out we are acting for
the people of the United States, and yet we are concealing from
the people of the United States what we do and how we do it.
It is their Government, and they ought to know. Very often
the policy of the Government depends upon who is selected
for these important places.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President——

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Connecticnt.

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator implied that one reason why
the organizations to which he belongs, and others not secret,
like the churches, discuss their candidates in committees behind
closed doors, is becanse they are interested in the moral charac-
ter of the candidates. Does the Senator mean to imply that the
Senate, in the discharge of its duty in ratifying nominations
sent here by the President, is not interested in the moral quali-
fications of the nominees?

Mr. NORRIS. No, sir; I do not intend to intimate anything
of the kind.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr, President, does not the Senator think
that any man whose name is sent here by the President ought
to be so clean and aboveboard that his moral character can be
discussed in the open?

Mr. NORRIS. At least under a democratic form of govern-
ment, for an important office, the President ought not to send
the name of anybody here and no man ought to permit his
name to come here if he is so immoral that he is afraid of the
sunlight of publicity. If he does, and he is shown to be im-
moral or unfit or disqualified in any way, then, not only as to
him but as to the public whom we represent, they ought to
know all about him.

Mr. FESS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SaIrpsTEAD in the chair).
Does the Senator from Nebraska yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. NORRIS. I yield:

Mr. FESS. My fear—and it Is the basis of my support of
the closed session—is founded on the inclination of the general
public to listen to any charge against the good moral character
of a man, and the ease with which a man's reputation can be
blackened. It seems to me we are suffering just now from that
tendency.

Mr. NORRIS. There is a great deal in what the Senator says,
but in my judgment the secrecy of our sessions will not prevent
that. I sympathize with the Senator in that idea. What he
mentions often happens in publie campaigns, and it is one of the
regretable things that good men, able men, refuse to become
candidates for public office because of that. That is to be re-
gretted. I know of no way to remedy it. It is one of the things
in democratic government that we must contend against, and,
after all, we must abide by the result of the ballot box, whatever
it may be. It sometimes drives out of public life men who
ought to stay in public life for the good of the country and the
good of humanity. That is trpe; but it is said that Benjamin
Franklin, speaking about free speech and the free press—and 1
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can not quote him literally, of course—said that if we had free
speech and a free press men would abuse it, and then in the
next sentence he said, “ I admit they will. I know of no way to
stop it. They will abuse it. If we undertake to suppress it,
we are going to bring on a bigger and a greater evil than the
abuse that would take place under a free press and free speech,
becausge it would ultimately happen that somebody would have
to decide that this man's speech should be suppressed or that
that paper should be suppressed, and ultimately it would mean
that tyrants in contrel would suppress everything” as Musso-
lini does, and he said that he did not believe in that or agree
with it.

Mr. FESS. It would be impossible to suppress free speech
and a free press, and we would not agree to it.

Mr. NORRIS. Of course it would be impossible.

Mr. FESS. But the thing that impresses me is that a charge
against the character of a man is always news, and that it is
flashed from ocean to ocean, usually in big headlines, and some
of the people who read it are willing to believe it; but, on the
other hand, when the correction comes, that is not news.

Mr. NORRIS. That is true.

Mr. FESS. And the public will not even pay any attention

to it.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. They do that even with respect to
candidates for President of the United States.

Mr. FESS. I know they do.

Mr. NORRIS. They even do that with regard to Senators,
not only when they are candidates, but when they are here,
quietly and peacefully trying to do their duty.

Mr. FESS. That is true.

Mr. NORRIS. We can not help it.
but I do not know any way out of it.

Mr. FESS. It seems to me that there is a greater freedom
to make the investigation if we know that a person into whose
character we are inguiring is not going to be attacked before
the public nnrighteously, although our purpose is entirely honor-
able. It seems to me we are putting too little value——

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator will not interrupt further.
I wanted to conclude some time ago, but each question always
reminds me of something else. 1 want to say one word with
regard to what the Senator from Ohio has said about the
affiiction that must come to everybody in public life, which is
true. There is no escape from it. But, as a matter of practice,
all of us know that it is very seldom, when the President sends
a man's name here, especially for an important office, that his
character is involved.

Mr. West’s character was not involved when his name was
sent to the Senate. Those who opposed his nomination had
no personal animosity against the man. They would have
been glad to support him for some other office than the one for
which he was nominated, but they felt that a public policy was
involved in naming him to head a particular department of our
Government of very great importance. That is all that was
involved in that. It was a public guestion, in no sense a private
question, with regard to the man's private character or his
morals,

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the amendment offered by the
Senator from Nebraska would take care of the situation pre-
sented by the Senator from Ohio, and we might have a closed
executive session under the amendment offered by the Senator
from Washington, and whatever is said will be =aid in secret
under that provision. But then the final vote is taken, when
the matter is determined, it ought to be given to the public, it
ought to be printed in the ConerESsioNAL REecorp. Nothing
that has occurred during the debate would be given out, but the
bare roll eall would be published. I submit to the Senate that
no Senator worthy to be in this body should be ashamed or
afraid to have his vote made public, to be given out in his own
State, and to have it printed in the RECORD.

I can understand that a case might arise when we would
prefer to discuss the matter behind closed doors. I can con-
ceive a case where a man’s enemies might “ frame” him and
seek to destroy him without any foundation. Then it would be
better to discuss the matter and thrash it out in secret. But
when Senators come to vote, after they have made up their
minds and have finally decided the case, not deciding for them-
selves but deciding for this Government, deciding for the people
who sent them here, why should not a bare roll call be given
to the public?

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICHR (Mr. Frazier in the chair).
Does the Senator from Alabama yield to the Senator from

I would help it if I could,

Maryland?
Mr. HEFLIN. I yield.
Mr, BRUCE. Wonuld it do the Senator much good to be able

to tell the people in his State how he voted unless he was
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able to lay before them the facts on which his vote was based?
I think that would make things worse,

Mr. HEFLIN. Not at all, because nearly every appointment
of any consequence is discussed by the newspapers hefore it
comes to us, or at least before we take it up for consideration,
and usually when the Senate divides on one of these matters
it is because of a public policy, as the Senator from Nebraska
has suggested; it is because of a man's former position with
regard to a certain industry and with regard to his sympathies
for the public concerning that industry, where the public in-
terest is on one side and the industry's interest is on the other,
and we fear that the center of gravity in the man is on that
side of the question instead of being on the side of the publie,

A Senator does not have to be able to tell his constitutents
why he voted against the man or why he vofed for him, He
would simply say, “I considered, after hearing all the testi-
mony, that it was right and proper to confirm him, and I am
responsible for my vote.” That is what I am getting at. Let
them hold each Senator accountable. Or let the Senator say,
“1 voted against the appointee because I believed his former
environment had been such that his sympathies would be
entirely on the side of certain interests antagonistic to the
interest of the public.” ;

Mr, President, the Supreme Court itself does not hold its
meetings in the open when it writes its opinions. But the
Supreme Court, in the trial of every case, involving the humblest
citizen or the proudest in the land, sits in the open. News-
paper men can git there, as they do. The public ean go into the
court room to hear a case tried, and it does.

1t is all done in the open. When the judges retire to make
up their opinions, they confer in secret, but they publish their
opinions and give their votes. We know when there is a ma-
jority and a minority opinion, and we know how many judges
voted for the one opinion and how many voted for the other.
There is no secret about it. We know who they are.

What is the situation here, as brought to the attention of the
Senator from Nebraska by my colleagune [Mr, Brack]? The
man who represents the executive branch of the Government
makes his appointment, and then, if he wants to, he comes and
sits in this body and watches it, although we are in secret from
the public, watches how each Senator votes, and hears what
each Senator says, but that same Senator, sitting here repre-
senting a sovereign State, is denied the right to tell the people
who sent him here how he voted. It is ridiculous, to my mind.
It tears at the very vitals of open and free constitutional gov-
ernment. There is no excuse for it

I am willing, as occasion arises, to have secret executive ses-
sions for the discussion of particular cases. The Senate can
judge that from time to time. But I see no reason on earth
why, when I get ready to vote, my vote should not be recorded
in the open, and printed in the CoNareEssioNan Recorp, that
my people may see how I vote, and that I may have the benefit
of having them and everybody else in the country know how I
vote.

There is no use trying to cover up the situation that exists
here. There was a so-called farcical secret session not long
gince, and in the next day or two the whole thing was public,
was printed in the newspapers, but Senators are still forbidden
to tell anybody how they voted. If some one asks a Senator,
“Did you vote that way or not?” he says, “I am not at liberty
to tell you.”

Mr. President, I hope the resolution offered by the Senator
from Washington, as proposed to be amended by the Senator
from Nebraska, will be adopted.

Mr, BRUCH. Mr. President, may I say that the situation is
even worse than it is pictured by the Senator from Alabama,
because this list of votes, bearing every evidence of authenticity,
is given to the public, and nobody whose name appears on the
list has any opportunity at all to give the reasons why he voted
in the way he is reported to have voted. »

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as the Senator has suggested,
a newspaper comes out and gives a list of names, but a Senator
is not at liberty to say what the truth is in the matter. He
can not say whether the newspaper article correctly reported
his vote. I reserve the right to tell the people of Alabama how
I vote. I am not going to be misrepresented by somebody as
to how I voted in this Chamber. I do not want to hide my
vote. I mever have. I want an opportunity to properly make
known how I voted. I am not going to deny to the people who
send me here the right to know how I vote on every question.

Let us settle this matter now, and if we want to have a closed
session we can order it by a two-thirds vote.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr, President, I think that the implica-.
tion whieh has been made by some of the speakers—that anyone
is afraid to have his vote kunown and therefore votes for a
‘secret session—is unfortunate and uncalled for. At the same
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time, I do think that when the fathers who preceded us pro-
vided for secret sessions they showed a broader knowledge
of human nature than some of us are inclined to exhibit to-day.

Human nature has not changed a great deal since the earliest
recorded history. The laws which were handed down on the
twelve tables are still considered to be worthy of reverence and
are necessary in a large part of the world to-day. Human
nature has not changed a great deal. ]

When we come to the discussion of personalities, we are lkely
to offend, we are likely to be tempted to please. Those of us
who are interested in the feelings of others are likely to be a
little shy about speaking our minds frankly in public, not be-
cause we are afraid that we might be punished by the Presi-
dent of the United States or by any judge or by any Cabinet
officer, but because we do not like to offend the feelings of the
person whose name has been sent to us.

Once in a while we say things in a small group which we
would be perfectly willing to say even if the person talked
about were present, but there are very few of us who are will-
ing to discuss our friends in public. It is not considered courte-
ous or proper to discuss the private qualifications of a friend
or an acquaintance in a public place. That has been for a
long time considered to be an offense against good manners.

I take it that when this rule was adopted it was adopted with
a view to protecting persons from being obliged to speak their
* minds frankly in public when they preferred to give their opin-
jons in private to their colleagues who had the right and the
duty to vote on the nomination of the individual, and who
desired to learn everything about him, who desired to have him
protected by not having everything said in publie,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock having
arrived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished busi-
ness, which is H. R. 11526, the cruiser bill.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I ask that the resolution which
we have been considering may lie on the table without prejudice.

Mr. CURTIS. Under the rule, I understand, it should go to
the calendar.

Mr. HEFLIN. I wonder if we could not go on for half an
hour with the consideration of the resolution,

Mr. CURTIS. I ask for the regular order.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. I
understand the resolution has gone to the calendar. Am I

correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understood the re-
quest to be that the resolution should lie on the table.

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; it should go to the calendar.

Mr. BINGHAM. The Senator is correct. It should go to
the calendar.

Mr. NORRIS. Request was made for unanimous consent
that it go over without prejudice, but I understand objection
was made. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska is
correct. The resolution will go to the calendar.

Mr. HEFLIN subsequently said: Mr. President, I should like
to ask the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] what he
thinks is the status of his resolution and when it will be up
for consideration again and be pending before the Senate.

Mr, JONES. Mr. President, the resolution has gone to the
calendar and I shall have to get it up the best way I can.

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator can move to take it up.

Mr. JONES. I can, and I expect to do so at the first oppor-
tunity.

ROCK CREEK AND POTOMAC PARKWAY

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, from the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds I report back favorably, without amend-
ment, the bill (8. 5339) to enable the Rock Creek and Potomac
Park Commission, established by act of March 4, 1913, to make
slight changes in the boundaries of said parkway by excluding

therefrom and selling certain small areas, and including other

limited areas, the net cost not to exceed the total sum already
authorized for the entire project and I submit a report (No.
1580) thereon.

I will say that we can save about $100,000 for the Govern-
ment if we adopt the plan outlined in the bill. It is a Senate
bill, and I desire to have it passed so it can go to the House and
be acted on there at the present session of Congress. There-
fore, I ask unanimous consent for the immediate consideration
of the bill. If it leads to any discussion I shall not press it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks
unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of Senate
bill 5339, Is there objection?

Mr. McKELLAR. ILet us have the bill read, and then T think
we shonld have an explanation of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICHR, The bill will be read for infor-
mation.
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The Chief Clerk read the bill.

Mr, McKELLAR. How is the land to be sold?

Mr. SMOOT. By the Parkway Commission.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not think we ought to
pass a bill of this kind by unanimous consent,

Mr. SMOOT. Let me explain it.

Mr. NORRIS. It will take some time to find out about it, .

because it must be explained.

Mr. SMOOT. It will take only two or three minutes to
explain it.

Mr. NORRIS. I think it had better go to the calendar.

Mr. SMOOT. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On objection, the bill will go
to the calendar.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. President, a few days ago
I introduced the bill (8. 5601) providing for an appropriation
for the benefit of the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Tribes of
Indians of Oklahoma.

Following a rule which obtains in another body with which
I am more familiar, I asked that the bill be referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. The bill deals with a wholly local
matter and proposes an appropriation from a tribal fund. I
understand that in this body a bill of -that character shonld
go to the Committee on Indian Affairs. I therefore ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on Appropriations may be
discharged from the further consideration of the bill and that
it be referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SmipsTEAD in the chair).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had
approved and signed the following acts and joint resolutions:

On January 26, 1929:

S.J. Res. 142, Joint resolution authorizing the erection of a
Federal reserve bank building in the city of Los Angeles, Calif.;
and

8. J. Res. 180, Joint resolution authorizing the granting of
permits to the Committee on Inaugural Ceremonies on the
occasion of the inauguration of the President elect in March,
1929, and for other purposes.

On January 29, 1929:

S.3049. An act to amend section 10 of an act entitled “An
act to provide for stock-raising homesteads, and for other pur-
poses,” approved December 29, 1916 (Public, No. 290, 64th
Cong.).

On January 30, 1929:

8. 1511, An act for the exchange of lands adjacent to national
forests in Montana ;

8.1633. An act for the relief of Edward A. Blair; and

S.8327. An act for the relief of Rober: B. Murphy.

On January 31, 1929:

8.1364. An act for the relief of R. Wilson Selby; and

8.3741. An act for the relief of 8. L. Roberts.

UNITED STATES PROPERTY AT NEW YORK CITY

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Saresteap in the chair)
laid before the Senate the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was read and ordered to lie
on the table:

To the Senate:

In compliance with the request contained in Senate Con-
current Resclution 32, I return herewith 8. J. Res, 171, en-
titled “ Joint resolution granting the consent of Congress to the
city of New York to enter upon certain United States property
for the purpose of constructing a rapid-transit railway."”

CarLvin CooLIDGE.

The WaITE Housg, January 31, 1929.

Mr. WAGNER submitted the following concurrent resolution
(8. Con. Res. 84), which was read, considered, and agreed to:

Resolved by the Benate (the House of Representatives comcurring),
That the action of the Vice President and the Speaker of the House
of Representatives In signing the enrolled joint resolution (8. J. Res.
171) granting the counsent of Congress to the city of New York to enter
upon certain United States property for the purpose of constructing a
rapid-transit railway be rescinded, and that in the reenrollment of the
sald joint resolution the Secretary of the Senate be, and he is hereby,
authorized and directed to strike out the following language:

“at a point on Wall Street in the clty of New York on the southern
boundary of the property belonging to the United States and occupled
wholly or partly by the Subtreasury Building, sald point lying elther
at the southwest corner of the Subtreasury Building or in a southerly
direction therefrom on a line in prolongation of the westerly wall of
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the Subtreasury Building and extending thence northerly along the
westerly wall of the Subtreasury Building, or along a line in prolonga-
tion thereof, beginning.”

: CONSTRUCTION OF CRUISERS

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11526) to authorize the construe-
tion of certain naval vessels, and for other purposes.

Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana, Mr. President, as bearing upon
the pending eruiser bill, I ask to have printed in the REcorp an
editorinl appearing in the Fort Wayne News Sentinel of Wednes-
day, January 16, 1929, entitled “ Sea Power, Maritime Law, and
Cruiger Limitation,” and on the same subject a poem entitled
“Tor the Freedom of the Sea,” written by Mr. Joseph P.
O'Mahony, of Indiana. }

There being no objection, the editorial and poem were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Fort Wayne (Ind.) News Bentinel, January 16, 1929]
SEA POWER, MARITIME LAW, AND CRUISER LIMITATION

In December, 1915, when the famous triangular controversy with
Great Britnin and Germany over the rights of neutrals on the high seas
was approaching its climax, President Wilson submitted a preparedness
program to Congress calling for the construction of 156 naval vessels,
to cost £686,000,000. It was the largest naval program that ever had
been advanced by an American President. Immediately thereafter
President Wilson departed on his tour of the West, with the purpose of
rousing the country to the necessity for preparedness and thus bringing
pressure upon Congress to enact his naval program.

At St. Louis on February 3, 1916, the President called for the con-
struction by the United States of * incomparably the greatest navy in
the world.,” This phrase was later changed in the official version of the
speech to read *incomparably the most adequate navy in the world,"”
but when the program was voted by Congress in August, 1016, little
doubt remained as to its purpose, Execution of the program would en-
able the United States to challenge British naval supremacy and to
reassert, with the backing of an * incomparable " sea force, the historic
American claim to the *“ freedom of the seas” The possibility of war
with Germany appears to have been omitted from the calculations of the
General Board of the Navy at that time, for the 1916 bullding program
was stopped when the United States entered the World War in associa-
tion with the Allies, and American shipbuilding facilities were turned
thereafter to the construction of entirely different types of vessels,

After the war, however, the 1916 program was resumed and the gen-
eral board advocated such construction as might be necessary to give
the United States *“a navy equal to the most powerful maintained by
any pation in the world,” At the same time, it will be remembered,
Winston Chuorchill was warning the British people: “ Nothing must
lead yon to abandon that naval supremacy upon which the life of our
country depends.”

At the Washington Conference on Limitation of Armament in 1921
the United States proposed, and Great Britain accepted, the prineciple
of “equality " or “ parity " of strength between the sea forces of the
two leading naval powers. It proved possible at that conference, how-
ever, to apply the principle only to * capital™ ships and aircraft
carriers, The United Statea had Intended that it should be applied to
all classes of naval vessels, but insuperable obstacles were encountered
when it was sought to reach agreement upon limitations to be applied
to the construction of submarines and crulsers. Great Britain, remem-
bering her experiences of the World War, was ready to outlaw sub-
marine warfare altogether, and in this she had the support of the
United States, But France and Italy balked. As to cruiser strength,
an agreement was signed that the individual ship should be limited
to 2 maximum displacement of 10,000 gross tons and should be armed
with guns not to exceed 8 Inches In ecaliber; but no agreement was
reached as to number of ecruisers or total cruiser tonnage.

When the 3-power conference met at Geneva in 1927, with the
United States, Great Britain, and Japan participating, the attention
of the delegates was concentrated upon cruisers, since President Cool-
idge's earlier invitation to discuss cruiser parity had been rejected by
France and Italy. When the British and American delegates sat down
to discuss cruiser limitation it was inevitable that each side should
consider the problem from the standpoint of its own war experience,
Great DBritain's preponderance in cruiser strength had enabled her
to destroy the enemy’s commerce, conirol the commerce of neutrals,
and give protection to her own sea lanes for the transportation of
munitions and food supplies. The United States, prior to its entrance
into the war, had been compelled to submit to interferences with its
nentral commerce which it deemed to be in violation of international
law and which many of its leaders believed would not have occurred
if it had possessed a fleet adequate to afford protection to its proper
interests on the high seas.

In the eondition of uncertainty surrounding international maritime
law—holding out to each nation an invitation to Interpret the law to
gult its own requirements—it was natural that the delegates of Great

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

2525

Britain and the United States each should seek so to shape the pro-
posed agreement as to leave its own nation the beiter circumstanced
to assert and maintain its own conceptions of neutral and belligerent
rights at sea in time of war. The delegates at Geneva were not
authorized to discuss or define the purposes for which cruisers might be
used In times of war, but were commissioned merely to negotiate
agreements on “ types and tonnages.” The logical outcome of the posi-
tion in which they found themselves was a deadlock—and a deadlock
was not long in developing.

This made it apparent to President Coolidge that * no agreement
can be reached which will be inconsistent with a considerable building
program on our part.” President Coolidge and President-elect Hoover
are both said to regard the administration’s building program as
authorizing the absolute minimum of new vessels required for national
defense, In his address accepting the Republican presidential nom-
ination Mr. Hvover sgaid: “ We must and shall maintain our naval
defense and our merchant marine in the strength and efficlency which
will yield us at all times the primary assurance of liberty."

Since the days of antiquity rights at sea have been a fruitful source
of controversy and a frequent cause of armed hostilities. In Plu-
tarch's Lives it is related that Pericles * introduced a bill " providing
that all Hellenes resident in Europe and Asia “ should be invited to
send deputies tor a conference at Athens * * * to deliberate con-
cerning the sea, that all might sail it fearlessly and keep the peace."
The first important compllation of maritime law was the Consolato del
Mar, published at Barcelona in 1494, Numerous attempts have since
been made in international conferences and ftreaty agreements to
establish the rights of neutrals and belligerents at sea In time of naval
warfare, but the rights enjoyed by neutrals throughout the greater part
of the world’s history have been mainly limited to those conceded or
enforced by the power that has happened at the outbreak of hostilities
to find itself in control of the seas. For the present, until the other
powers disarm, considerations of world peace demand that we build up
to parity with Britain in cruiser strength.

FOR THE FREEDOM OF THE SEA

(Dedicated to the Members of the United States Senate and Congress
who are standing loyally by the 15 cruiser bill and insist on the
proper naval defense of the United States)

By Joseph P. O'Mahony
They shall not close the seas again
And bar “ 0ld Glory's” way.
In peaceful commerce on the main,
Where freedom should hold sway,
They shall not make our standard * dip "
At their austere decree;
We'll mateh their challenge * ship for ship "™
For the freedom of the sea.

If they love peace and seck good will
For every race and clime,

We've led the way—we're ready still
To reach that goal sublime.

We have the power, the means, the men,
To guard our legacy ;

We did of old, and can again,
Force freedom of the sea.

But others, false to every trust,
Have trampled pacts of peace,

And gorged with conguest's greed and lust,
Their war drums never cease.

An empire's flag for pelf and gain,
Proclaimed that none were free

To use God's highways on the main
And sail the chainless gea.

They robbed the poor, the brave, the good,
And starved the weak and old,

To grab the soil and seize the food
In their mad rush for gold.

And thus they dragged in freemen's sons
To fight at their decree,

Because we lacked the ships and guns
To keep God's oceans Tree,

And now, our slogan rings once more
To let the wide world know

The standard that our fathers bore
Will quail before no foe.

We strive for peace, but honor's way
Our Nation's path must be,

And pressing on we stand for aye!
For the freedom of the sea.

INpIANAPOLIS, IND., January 29, 1929,
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Mr. JOHNSON obtained the floor.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Fletcher King Simmons
Barkley Frazler McKellar Smoot
Bayard George McMaster Steiwer
Bingbham Gerry cNary Stephens
Black Gillett Mayfleld Bwanson
Blaine Glass Moses Thomas, Idaho
Blease Glenn Neely Thomas, Okla,
Borah Goft Norbeck Trammell
Bratton Gould Norris Tydings
Brookhart Greene Nye Tyson
Bruce Hale Oddie Vandenherg
Burton Harris Overman Wagner
Capper Harrison Pine Walsh, Mass.
Caraway Hastings Ransdell Walsh, Mont,
Copeland awes Reed, Mo, Warren
Couzens Hayden Robinson, Ind. Waterman
Curtis Heflin Sackett Watson
Dale Johnson Schall Wheeler
Dill Jones Sheppard
Edwa Kendrick Shipstead
Fess Keyes Shortridge .

Mr. BLAINE. I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr,

La ForierTE] is unavoidably absent for the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Righty-one Senators having an-
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from
California will proceed.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, it is my desire to indulge In
some passing observations upon the pending cruiser bill. Com-
ing from the territory from which I come, of course, I am in
favor of the measure, Realizing as I do what the future may
hold for that territory, I desire the bill in its present form,
notwithstanding any edicts or commands that may be put upon
this body, to be passed and to be passed so that we may enter
upon the small and modest naval program that is ours.

Mr. President, as one practically of the first generation of
the West that is now coming into its own, I have dreamed of
the future of that territory. It has been no iridescent dream,
gir, of what the years may hold for the Pacific coast. Three
great States upon the Pacific Ocean, the frontier of occidental
civilization, hold in their future a prosperity and greatness that
can not be compared, in my opinion, with the prospects of any
other part of the universe; three great States that the Creator
has blessed with manifold advantages; three great States that
mark an empire, an empire second to none in all the world!

Of the first generation, as I am, in one of those States, I
have seen the marvelous advance and the marvelous progress
that has been made there. I have seen from its small beginning
the State from which I come grow to be now the fifth State in
this Union in population. I have seen there one city which I
used to visit when it had less than 12,000 people become the
fourth city in the United States. I live upon a harbor incom-
parable either in its useful purposes or its beanty. From my
porch I look out through the Golden Gate, and far beyond I
can envisage another land and another people, a people that
yet we know little of, and lands that in their produetivity, in
their resources, and their possibilities, we little understand, I
realize—and it is, indeed, not as a prophet that I speak, but
from the irrefutable logic of present events—that it will be only
a brief period as the lives of nations are measured until the
world’s drama will be played upon the great Pacific Ocean,

I can recall the historic days, far, far past, when a little
bit of the Agean Sea represented the commerce of the world;
how then it enlarged in the Mediterranean; then how the
Hanseatie towns took their toll of commerce of the world then
existing. The North Sea then came into its own, superseded
by the Atlantiec. The day is coming, sir—it is coming not in
my lifetime but in the life, perhaps, of my grandchildren living
to-day—the day is coming when the world's drama and the
world’'s chief activity will be upon the Pacific Ocean. A thou-
sand miles and more of coast have we in California; a like
amount almost in the two States immediately north of us;
harbors there unexcelled; and harbors there from which an
ever-growing world commerces goes forth to-day over the Pacific
Ocean and into lands that but recently have been explored by
commerce.

The watchword of the present administration of the United
States has been prosperity ; the keystone of the incoming admin-
istration of the United States, if we nmy judge by what has
been said and done thus far, will be prosperity and trade; and
I take it that the recent voyage made by the newly elected
President of the United States into South America was taken
with one parpose, at least, and perhaps the dominant purpose,
of increasing trade for the United States of America. Com-
merce we seek, not because alone it is the lifeblood of a nation,
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but because the productivity of this land of ours presses upon
any barriers that we might seek to erect, and plunges through
those barriers seeking outlet in the marts of the world, in com-
merce and in trade. Remember, sir, always the spirit of com-
merce, after all, is the spirit of conquest—peaceful conquest, if
you desire to put it so, but it is conguest nevertheless.

To-day our imports and our exports exceed those of any other
nation on the face of the earth. Our country is so sitnated, like
a maritime island, that we more readily than any other nation
may go into every continent, take there our goods, and return
with those things that we require. Our economic productivity
about equals that of all the nations of Europe west of Russia,
on the one hand, and that of all the other parts of the world,
upon the other. This colossal economic force expresses itself in
overseas trade. Our external trade to-day is already as world-
wide and as great as that of any other gingle country. Our
exports are already over 20 per cent greater than those of any
other one nation, and their produetion is claimed to support
approximately one-tenth of our population.

Exports and imports exceeding in value $10,000,000,000 a year
of necessity require shipping facilities. In turn those shipping
facilities and this commerce in excess of $10,000,000,000 a year
require naval power to safeguard them. The sequence of sea
power is production, overseas trade, shipping, and then wisdom
demands the support of naval power for protection. How blind
are we to the story of the world if we do not afford that ade-
quate protection! How little we understand the tale that all
history tells to us! Conmnercial supremacy led to the domina-
tion of the sea from the days of Tyre through the eras of
supremacy of the Greeks, the Romans, the Venetians, the
Genoese, the Dutch, the French, and the English. In peace the
conflict may be asserted to be economie, but economie success
invariably brings envy and hostility. The nation striving for
economic supremacy must be prepared to defend its position or
yield its commercial preeminence.

We require ships to carry this commerce that is the lifeblood
of our Nation, and a ship is to-day a rather delicate thing. A
ship is not nrerely a ship, not merely a great floating wagon; a
ship to-day is an emblem of sensitive sovereignty ; and ships are
required to carry our trade, and then power upon the ocean is
demanded to protect that trade.

Remember the story that has gone down resounding through
the centuries whenever trade supremacy has been challenged
upon the sea. We recall that the Pheenicians, the Greeks, the
Macedonians, and Carthaginians yielded alike to Rome, and
yielded because of the sea power of Rome. Hannibal's cam-
paign might have had a different termination had Haunibal
and Carthage bad the ships to carry their men over instead
of having to make the long march that was necessary to come
into Italy. The lack of ships saved Rome and defeated Han-
nibal. Then, as the years have gone by, successively we have
seen the Venetians and the Genoese falling before the hardy
seamen of the north; and Spain, with unrivaled riches and
colonies, the Duteh with their thrift and their energy and
their industry, France, magnificent in daring, each challenging
the supremacy on the sea of Britain, and each at the end
yielding to Britain’s superior might and power.

The fall of Napoleon, the greatest of all commanders—indeed,
as an administrator, in my opinion, second to none—was due
to Britaln's sea power; and Meredith said, and said truly,
that the last great fight of Nelson “drove the smoke of Trafal-
gar to darken the blaze of Austerlitz” The last great war
doubtless had its roots in trade rivalries and the desire for
trade supremacy.

I recall these things but sketchily and hastily that if we
have any vision in this body at all we may prepare for the days
to come. Either, sir, yield what is now the fundamental prin-
ciple of this Government in this material epoch, the idea of
making money and increasing trade and commerce—yield it,
or be prepared to protect that which is insisted upon and that
which our ruling power has charted as the course of this great
Republic. One or tRe other must result. We must be pre-
pared to defend our dominance upon the sea in its carrying
trade, in the commerce that we have upon the world’s highway,
or we must cease our efforts and yield the commercial suprem-
acy we have won.

I do not favor this bill, sir, because Great Britain has built
certain cruisers and will build more; I do not favor this bill,
sir, in order that we may enter into competition with any
nation on the face of the earth in building battleships or eruis-
ers; I favor it, sir, because, as an American looking at the
past and thinking of the future and what the future holds for
us, it is obvious, except to the man with a mental strabismus,
that we must be prepared to hold our own and protect that
for which we are striving and for which this Nation has burst
its bonds and gone upom the seas to seek. I prefer, sir, not
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to snggest that this bill is a measure to do one thing or another
thing to Britain; I prefer, sir, to put my advocacy solely upon
the ground that America requires certain cruisers for Ameri-
can protection and, requiring those cruisers, demanding that
protection, I would accord it in the small measure—too small,
in my opinion—that is proposed.

They ery out at us, some of our brethren in this country,
that we are entering into competition with nations abroad, and
particularly Great Britain. Some say we build alone against
Great Britain, Others assert that we make more possible war
by building vessels of the sort that we seek under this bill to
construet.,

Where were these volces, sir; where were these gentlemen
who cry out against 15 cruisers for the United States when
Britain was building in the years following the disarmament
conference in Washington, building in deflance of the spirit of
the disarmament treaty the erunisers that she now has in greater
number than we can hope to reach in a number of years to
come? I did not hear the American voices then erying out that
Britain was in a competitive race. I heard no hysterieal
women's organizations who now say to us here that we ought
not to indulge in the construction of a single cruiser because we
thereby are becoming militaristic, imperialistic, and inviting
strife and war—I heard none of them then criticize Great
Britain. 1 hear none of them now.

"~ Where were all of these organizations—where the voices that
have come to us’in this Chamber against a program that is so
modest, indeed, that the most pacific can indulge in it and con-
sent to it—where were they a few years ago when Britain began
her building program and began it under a labor government?

I do not take, sir, in very good temper the remarks that
have come to us from some gentlemen abroad about the un-
fortunate thing that we are doing in building these cruisers.
I read the other day the article appearing in the New York
World, of Mr. Ramsay MacDonald. I thought as I read between
the lines that possibly he was shedding tears at the awfulness
of the course of the United Sfates of America in building 15
cruisers under a very modest program, less than the program
in existence of Great Gritain. I recalled that five cruisers,
buili in defiance of the spirit of the Washington Conference on
Limitation of Armaments, were built under this distinguished
gentleman himself, representing the Labor Party of Great
Britain ; and while he may say that the forces within the Em-
pire were so powerful as to drive him on to that objective, the
fact that he did go on to that objective should have caused him
to refrain from lecturing the United States of America in the
building of 15 ecruisers.

Let us go back and look for a moment upon the disarmament
conference. Let us look for a moment upon the British pro-
gram, It has been asked here, “Against whom do we build?”
I answer, “Against nobody. We build for ourselves as we please
for the protection of the United States of America.” But who
asked the question a few years ago, when Brifain began to
build these eruisers, “Against whom do you build?” And why
should Americans ever be so delicate in their susceptibilities
that they must criticize and ecavil at the slightest effort on the
part of their Nation to protect itself, and view always with
equanimity and acquiescence any effort that is made by any
other nation?

But there is, sir, running through all the efforts at naval
limitation a perfectly obvious purpose on the part of Britain
that marks itself in such a fashion as not only to justify the
present naval program, but to justify a program far in excess
of that.

You recall, of course, the disarmament conference, and what
occurred. I do not intend to go into detail in respect to it: but,
sir, to use a colloguialism, we were bamboozled in that confer-
ence. We went into it with the thrill that we always have and
that is preached to our people and our children concerning
altruism and the desire to prevent future wars, We went into
it with the thought that we were going to reach a limitation of
armaments upon the sea; and we believed, of course, with the
peculiar credulity that attaches to American officialdom, that
everybody else believed exactly as we believed. We went into
it with a superiority so marked in great battleships that no
other country on the face of the earth could hope to compete
with it. We sacrificed that in which we were superior. We
aceepted a mathematical parity with Great Britain, and a ratio
of 5 to 3 with Japan; and we left that conference in the high
hope that forever we had prevented any further race in arma-
ment upon this earth,

In the last speech that was made by the president of the
American delegation he used these words; mark them now, and
then think of what has transpired since. As the conference ad-
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journed, he spoke with his usual eloguence and ability, and he
said:

This treaty ends, absolutely ends,
armaments,

And then there were salvos of applause; tears doubtless were
shed, for had we not forever ended the race in competitive
naval armaments?

After the applause had subsided, he continued:

At the same time, it leaves the relative security of the great naval
powers unimpaired.

Do you know, sir, whence came the first suggestion for the
Limitation of Armaments Conference? It came, sir, from
Great Britain. Great Britain was probably little inferested
in the size of our Arnmiy. She was much interested in the
merchant service and the Navy, both of which it was important
to the Empire to see reduced. Accordingly—and follow the
sequence of events—in the spring of 1920 the First Lord of the
Admiralty announced as a national policy that it would be
content with a l-power navy. The meaning of this was that
in answer to Germany's growing naval power it had been the
policy of Great Britain to maintain what it ecalled a 2-power
navy; that is to say, content to build equal to the combined
navies of the two great naval powers. Now the German Navy
was destroyed, and the American Navy was far outbuilding the
English.

The announcement from the British Government in March,
1920, brought no immediate reply from Mr. Wilson. In the
fall of 1920, when Parliament met, the First Lord of the
Admiralty went a step farther. He announced that they hoped
to get a call for a conference on the limitation of armaments
from the United States of America; and in pursuance of that’
call, and the suggestion that emanated from Great Britain, our
disarmament conference was held. ]

Sacrificing as we did $150,000,000, sacrificing as we did ships
that were the peer of any that had ever been constructed before,
sacrificing as we did our superiority upon the seas, then we
expected that the ratio of 5-5-3 would be preserved, and that
no nation would be more desirous of preserving that parity
than Great Britain herself. Immediately afterwards, however,
Great Britain begins feverishly to build her cruisers. Immedi-
ately thereafter Japan begins to build her cruisers. We stand
mute and silent, surprised at first at the result of our gener-
osity, and then shocked into a realization that our sacrifices had
been in vain, and that the naval parity of 5-5-3 was a mere
fraud, a delusion, and a snare.

The English thereafter started on their program; and solely
because the book in question is one that has been cited by the
distinguished chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee as
an authority, while not admitting the authority, I read a bit
from it in regard to the British position.

Kenworthy and Young, in the book that has just been pub-
lished, called The Freedom of the Seas, thus set forth the
result of the disarmament conference:

The belief of the man in the street—
Say they—

especially in America, was that the principle of parity had been estab-
lished and that equal navies in all respects would be maintained as
between Britain and America, with a smaller ratio for France and
Japan. It had soon to be recognized that Great Britain would construe
this ireaty strictly and would observe Its provisions rather than its
principles. The British were prepared to accept parity in capital ships
because competition with America was hopeless owing to the tremen-
dous cost of these leviathans—£7,000,000 to £0,000,000 each. It was
useless in the view of mmny British naval experts, including some high
naval authorities, on the ground that the day of the great battleship
was over, As to the submarines the British, whether of the new or old
school, had no use for a weapon whose principal use was commerce
destruction, and whose secondary use against surface warships threat-
ened to put them out of business altogether., The British experts were,
however, arguing to themselves thus:

This is Commander Kenworthy, of the British Parliament,
writing :

The battleship is too blown upon to be worth bothering about, and
we can’t compete in them on account of cost—let us therefore accept
parity there. The submarine and airplane are new-fangled, noxious
weapons that knock the bottom out of our strategy and tactics—Ilet us
prohibit them, or at least prevent their use as far as possible, But in
cruisers we can compete. In that weapon we enjoy the acenmulative
expertize and experience of two centurics of sen supremacy.  And our
commerce and coast protection require that we should retain that
supremacy. ;

the race in ecompetitive naval
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By the grace of God—

Writes Kenworthy ; far be it from me to reecho his words
at all—

By the grace of God and President Harding, Britannia may still rule
the waves. So when it came to cruisers the British repregentatives had
insisted at Washington, with success, on no limit being placed to the
number that could be bunilt. The Ameriecans consentied, considering that
parity was accepted in the primary weapon—battleships—and in prin-
ciple; but they imposed limitation in size and gun power of eruisers.

There is the story of what happened, indeed, at the disarma-
ment conference of 1921-22, Britain came, of course, with
those sweet words with which we became familiar during the
war. Oh, how I remember them as if they were yesterday,
when the distinguished gentleman who came for the disarma-
ment conference and led British diplomacy spoke to us from
that platform beautiful language, soft and sweet, and how he
talked to us during the war about what was to be done, and
how that war was being fought to free peoples held in subjec-
iion, and that democracy might be saved and justice might pre-
vail in all this world, with treaties in his pockets at the time
dividing up much of the earth's surface!

I recall during the disarmament conference whenever a ques-
tion arose, in the language of diplomacy, in that charming and
delightful fashion that was his, he would say, “ We agree in
principle,” and we would accept his word as conclusive upon
the ultimate event. They agreed in principle with us in 1921
and 1922, they agreed in prineiple with us until we had destroyed
our superiority, and thereafter they began to build, in the
fashion with which we are familiar, and began fo build just as
they chose.

I recall these facts to the Senate, not because I desire a naval
race with Great Britain; I care not for that; but that you may
understand some of the voices that are raised in the United
States of America to-day against this country entering upon
any building program at all for its own self-defense and its own
self-preservation.

I reiterate, I want no competitive building with Great Brit-
ain; I want no competitive building with any nation. I make
the comparisons, of course, because those comparisons are ready
at hand, and I recall the events of the happenings of the disarma-
ment conference and subsequently that we may keep our eyes
open in extending our hands in a desire to every nation on the
face of the earth to disarm and limit naval power, I desire that
while extending our hands we may understand just exactly
how we have been dealt with in the past and what the pos-
gibilities are of how we may be dealt with in the future.

Parity, of course, we assumed we had after the disarma-
ment conference of 1922, Parity to-day British statesmen re-
echo and have reechoed in the last few months. But we need
to read only the proceedings of the Geneva conference, when
we sought again a naval limitation agreement, to understand
exactly what the British were endeavoring to do with the parity
that we were assured was ours in the disarmament conference
where we made all the sacrifices and they made none,

There is another reason, sir, I say in passing, and in diver-
sion for the moment, why this bill must be passed if we believe
in a limitation of naval armament. After the debate that has
been had upon this bill, after the propaganda that has spread
over this Nation with respect to our building program, if you
defeat this bill or eliminate the prime provisions, you can not
expect that you will be taken at your word in anything yom
seek to do in a disarmament convention hereafter, because your
bargaining power will have gone. It might not have heen so if
we had not had the debate which has occurred upon this meas-
ure, but if you believe in bargaining power, concerning which I
care nothing at all, then you must pass this measure in the
form in which it is, or these gentlemen, who are very wide
awake and who do not always indulge in the dreams that are
ours as to future peace, will take us just exactly as they have
taken us in the past, and our hopes of future disarmament upon
the sea will go aglimmering.

We came to another disarmament conference at Geneva. We
imagined when we went there that we would be enabled to
accomplish something, perhaps, such as we had accomplished in
the Washington disarmament conference. In Washington, with
everything to give, they accepted our generous auxiety to
sacrifice. In Geneva, where we had nothing to bargain with at
all, and with the superiority lodged with those who sat there
with us, they would yield nothing at all.

Parity, they say now, is ours. It was not so a very little
time ago, It was not so at the time of the meeting of the
Geneva conference. There, among those who represented Brit-
ain, was the age-old idea that has been expressed by every
Briton in power from time immemorial, the idea that was that
of Winston Churchill and expressed by him with such foree
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after the war. It was a question at Washington of yielding
where the superior power existed. It was a question at Wash-
ington of limitation because Britain could not hope to equal us,
but back in the heads of Britons for all the years had been the
one thought among those in power in Hngland, expressed just
after the Great War by Churchill in these words:

Nothing in the world, nothing that you may think of or dream of,
or anyone may tell you; no arguments, however specious, no appeals,
however seductive, must lead you to abandon that naval supremacy on
which the life of onr country depends.

That has been their view in the past. It may be modified
by the exigencies of the very present day. It was not modified
when our people met them at Geneva for the purpese of further
limiting armaments upon the seas.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield to the Senator from Tennessee?

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield.

Mr, McKELLAR. I take it it has not been modified yet. I
saw in the papers just a few days ago excerpts from speeches
made by Sir Austen Chamberlain, in which he practically re-
stated that very doctrine and said that they had no further
proposals on cruiser reduction to make.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rather took the speech of
Chamberlain to mean that he accepted parity at this moment.
But I may have been in error in my understanding of it.

Mr, McKELLAR. I took it to mean that he accepted the kind
of parity they got in the disarmament conference of 1922

Mr. JOHNSON. I have not a doubt that if we meet again
that is the kind of parity they will get. There is something
strange about our diplomacy. I am very fond of it. For those
in charge of if, of course, I have the highest regard and re-
spect, but I would infinitely rather it would not deal with very
delicate guestions in which our defense may be involved with
foreign nations,

I realize, of course, that it will do all that is essential for
America, and that it seeks by the very best methods that it can
employ, and with an ability which I will admit is without stint
and without qualification and unexcelled, what is best for our
country, but somehow or other, whenever we deal diplomatically
with our brethren abroad, we get the same sort of result that
we got from the disarmament conference in Washington.

Let us turn to the Geneva conference, which was just a brief
period ago. This is what our English brethren, Kenworthy and
Young, say of that:

It seemed at first sight indeed unreasonable that Amerlea should dic-
tate to the British what the size and strength of their eruisers should
be. But if we look a little deeper into the meaning of Mr. Bridgeman's
proposals—

Mr, Bridgeman is the First Lord of the Admiralty—

we find that there was some excuse for the American suspicion that this
simple country gentleman, with his twinkling blue eyes and genial air,
could stack the cards in his own favor and slip in a joker with the
best of them. His smile was disarming; but his disarming went no
deeper than his smile.

I would like to read some chapters from Kenworthy and
Young, but I read just a word or two as to why the Geneva
conference collapsed. After the Dritish delegates had been at
Geneva for a brief period they were suddenly ealled home, and
they were called home at the most critical time of the negotia-
tions. Being called home at that time was aseribed by Cecil
as one of the contributing causezs of the failure, but Ken-
worthy says:

The revolt of the Admiralty and of authoritative opinion in the ruling
class against the principle of parity has been ecarried into the Con-
servative cabinet. The Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr. Churehill, was
recognized as a recruit to this revolt, when, in a speech at the Man-
slon House (July 12, 1927), he said, at a critieal stage of the confer-
ence :

* 1 should regard it as the paramount duty of the British exchequer,
in priority to all other considerations, to find any money that was
really needed to safeguard those sea-borne food supplies without which
neither the life nor the independence of the British nation could
continue.”

Just a word about the sea-borne supplies of Britain. YWhat
he means, and what the argument there always is, is that
Britain needs a large navy—indeed, a navy that is supreme
upon the sea—because Britain is required to safeguard certain
sea lanes. Do you know what those sea lanes are? They are
the recognized lanes upon the sea of every nation on the face
of the earth; and when they say that they must safeguard
those sea lanes, what they mean is that no sea lane over which
ocean commerce passes shall be permitted to exist unless com-
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manded by British power. That has been their insistence, and
it was their insistence in 1922; because in the disarmament
conference of that year not only did we give them our capital
ships, that were so superior to theirs, but we left them with
10 per cent superiority in capital ships over us; we left them
their bases in the sea, the bases which are necessary for their
ships.

We left them not only a superiority in battleships, but we left
them as well their superiority in cruisers which then existed:
and not only that, but we destroyed by treaty the only possi-
bility that we had in the far Pacific of a naval base for an
American fleet. We yielded everything, as was so eloguently
said by the Senator from Missouri yesterday. We yielded all to
them upon the hope that we would have a true disarmament.

They, on the contrary, yielded, only from necessity, the parity
in the great vessels of war, but yielded nothing else at all.
When afterwards we sought to have parity in cruisers, then
came the Geneva fiasco. We will have parity with Britain, sir,
just in one way. We will have parity with Britain when we
build up to what Great Britain has and are ready to build be-
youd what Great Britain now has. So if we stress parity in this
matter at all, that is the only direction in which it will ever be
obtained.

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not want to interrupt the Sena-
tor if it will at all disturb him, but he is speaking of the guestion
of parity. On March 16, 1922, I called attention to the fact
that we were not receiving parity.

Mr. JOHNSON. Let me say to the Senator from Missouri
that I want to yield to him this meed of praise, and he is en-
titled to it from the Senate and from the country. He is the
only man upon the floor of the Senate who saw what was happen-
ing in 1922—saw it with a vision so clear that I wonder now
at the prophecy that was his, which has been borne out by
subsequent events.

Mr. REED of Missouri. All I wanted to call attention to was
this one fact which I called attention to at that time, that the
British ships were measured by British rules and went into the
treaty in accordance with that measurement. American ships
were measured by American rules and went into the treaty
according to that measurement. The result was that a British
ship and an American ship of exactly the same inches did not
show the same tonnage, the British ship showing about 20 per
cent less tonnage than the American, and that brought the
result which I stated at that time in this language:

Accordingly the total British tonnage allowed by the treaty as to
existing ships will be 628,820 tons, as against America’s 525,860 tons,
a difference of 20 per cent in favor of Great Britain.

In addition to that was the question of speed and of gun
power, which was fully gone into.

Since the Senator paid me a very handsome compliment, for
which I thank him, let me say that I am entitled to no credit
for those figures. They were furnished me by the experts of
the Navy. They were denied subsequently upon the floor of
the Senate by a very distinguished Senator who undoubtedly
was misled, because he was incapable of a deliberate misstate-
ment. I believe they are now admitted to be true. So that I
think in this discussion we ought to understand that we never
had a parity, even disregarding the question of the eruisers that
are being built.

I thank the Senator for permitting me to make the statement.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator
from California yield to me? A

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Are we to understand that our
naval experts were unaware of the fact to which the Senator
calls attention, or that our commissioners, being fully advised
about the matter, consented, while representing to the people
of the United States that parity had been obtained so far as
capital ships were concerned, realizing that Great Britain had
an advantage of 20 per cent?

Mr, REED of Missouri. The only way I can answer that
question in justice to myself and everybody else is to say that
a gentleman came to my office and made the statement to me
that this was the situation. I did not take his statement as
correct, although I believed him to be a truthful man. I asked
the then commander of the Navy for a verification. He sent
a man to my office with the information that he was one of
their best experts. I gave him the figures. He checked them
and said they were accurate except in one respect, and in that
one respect the error was in favor of Great Britain and not in
our favor; that is, the case was stronger than it had been put.

I thereupon took the floor in the Senate and put the tables
into the Recorp, with a prolonged speech o which nobody lis-
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tened. That is all I ean say about it. I do know that after-
wards one of the Senators who was on the conference said I
was mistaken ; that there had been a reconciliation of the meas-
urements; but I afterwards took the pains to get the British
book which publishes their official figures, published a year or
two years later than the treaty, and the measurements put into
the treaty were the measurements given in the book.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I suppose everyone will appre-
ciate the tremendous significance and importance of the state-
ments now made by the Senator from Missouri. The commis-
sioners of the United States represented to the Senate of tha
United States in their report that parity had been secured, with
just a variation which was explained. We are now told that
that representation was not correct; that, as a matter of fact,
the British had an advantage, so far as capital ships retained
were concerned, of 20 per cent over the United States.

That is either an impeachment of the integrity and capacity
of the naval experts and advisers of the American commission,
or it is an indietment of the integrity of the American eommis-
sioners themselves, because, if that is true, of course, it became
the duty of the naval experts and advisers to advise the com-
missioners, and if they discharged their duty they must have
realized that there was an advantage of 20 per cent in the case
of Great Britain, and yet they represented to the Senate and
to the country that parity had been secured.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield to me to enable me to explain the matter?

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. SWANSON. I think the matter can be very easily
explained without impeaching the British Government or im-
peaching our commissioners, There is a difference in the
method of measurement. Great Britain fixes her measurements
when she first prepares to build her ships. They are to be
built for certain weights and certain displacements. A ship is
always carried in their book at that designed or intended
weight. The actual weight usually exceeds the designed or
intended weight. We measure everything by displacement;
that is, the weight displaced when we are armed, with every-
thing execept coal and material of that kind. Our displacement
is measured as the ship is on the line of battle.

At the disarmament conference, of course, it was necessary to
ascertain whether the British ships carried what they called a
legend, because it is more or less imaginative, and whether they
really gave the size and tonnage of their ships. The record will
show that the British commissioners told us frankly and can-
didly exactly what was the real weight of their ships or dis-
placement of their ships, ton for ton.

Our commissioners knew what it was exactly in displacement,
in size, and how it was treated. They had, as they understood,
that excess. The guestion arose as to how that could be gotten
rid of so there would be an equality. At that conference we
compelled them fo adopt in an agreement the American method
of measuring the tonnage of ships, and that is in the Washing-
ton conference proceedings.

Mr. HALE. For the future,

Mr. SWANSON. Their future displacement.

Mr. REED of Missouri, For the future!

Mr. SWANSON. Yes; for the future. The commissioners
told me and the naval officers told me that some of those ships
must be replaced after they had passed 20 or 25 years in age.
There was no apprehension of any trouble in the next six or
seven years, but when the replacement takes place, on account
of the ships’ age being exceeded in that way, then the actual
parity will be established.

Mr. REED of Missouri. HExactly.

Mr., McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want the Senator to ex-
plain why the British had 22 and America only 18 if they were
on a parity and the British ships were larger than the Ameri-
can ships.

Mr. SWANSON. As to capital ships, they had the advantage
stated by the Senator from Missouri, and the British told
them what advantage they had.

Mr. HALE. They did not have to tell them. Our people
were familiar with their ships and their people were familiar
with our ships.

Mr., SWANSON. We can not tell the weight of the ship by
the material that is put into it. They measure the displace-
ment and the weight is fixed on what the ship will show in
the way of displacement in line of battle, England frankly
told the size of her ships. We told exactly what our ships
were in tonnage. They have what they call the legend weight.
A ship is built or intended to be built at 40,000 tons, though
it might actually be 42,000 tons, but they carry it at 40,000
tons. That was understood at that time.

Mr, JOHNSON. I want to say one word myself in response
to the Senator from Montana. I do not know whether he
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challenges the statement I made about 10 per cent, If he does,
I am ready to establish it by authority hereafter, and will do
0. Without impugning the integrity of anybody on earth, I
gay that as a matter of fact the ultimate result was that
Britain had about 10 per cent more in capital ships.

Mr. SWANSON, That is true. It was undersiood by the
commission at that time.

Mr. JOHNSON. It may be.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do not controvert that state-
ment at all, because the actual aggregate of tonnage is given
right in the treaty.

Mr. JOHNSON. I cited that as an instance of our generosity
in the disarmament conference,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The actual tonnage of Great
Britain was, as the Senator said, about 10 per cent greater than
ours. It was explained at the time that that was accounted for
by the age of the ships and by other considerations.

Mr. JOHNSON. That may be.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I make no question about that. I
do not controvert that question at all. Neither do I question
the statement made by the Senator from California. But the
statement of the Senator from Missouri is essentially different
from that. He said that there is still a variation of 20 per
. cent in addition by reason of the difference in the method of
computing the tonnage of ships, and that while it was rep-
resented to us that this was the tonnage, as a matter of fact
upon the American system of computation the English strength
was 20 per cent greater.

Mr. REED of Missouri. In order fo get this in an accurate
way—and I am very much interested in having it accurate—
my statement was that there was a difference of approximately
20 per cent in the tonnage, and that there was a difference in
the actual tonnage, and that was a difference in favor of Great
Britain. I am not differentiating between the allowance of 10 or
12 per eent, which was just spoken of, and the total.

This iz what I understand to be the case since the statement

of the Senator from Virginia has been made. Taking the British
figures which embrace the British measurements, it was recog-
nized that there was a difference between the actual tonnage and
the apparent tonnage which was represented by the two sets
of figures.
Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, I desire to
say the position I take is that there was a difference; but the
British actual displacement always exceeds what they carry
on their books as to the actual tonnage. As to the figures re-
ferred to by the Senator from Maine, I can not state the fact.

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator from Maine [Mr, Haru] has
the exact figures here, and he can give them to the Senate,

Mr. MOSES. But, Mr. President, before the Senator from
Maine gives those figures, may I say that that is a question that
we have had up in all the contests we have had with Great
Britain as to maritime matters. Even in the international
yacht races the question always arises about the relative meas-
urement by the British standard and the relative measure by
the American standard, and under -the British standard the
net tonnage is always much more than ours.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I want to finish my statement, if
the Senator from California will permit me to do so. This
question may come up in the months in the future when I am
not here, and I do not want any misunderstanding.

My statement was that the British measured their ships by
a certain rule and the Americans measured their ships by a dif-
ferent rule; that when tonnage represented by the British rule
was compared with the tonnage represented by the American
rule if that tonnage were equal in figures the British ship
was approximately 20 per cent heavier than the Ameriean ship.

Now the Senator from Virginia [Mr. SwawnsoN] has stated
that in part that was taken care of by considering the question
of obsolescence in certain of the British vessels and that the
remainder of the ‘difference is to be taken care of in the future
by hereafter balancing the two measorements exactly, That,
therefore, does not conflict with anything I have said, and does
not destroy the present effect of these figures.

If the Senator from California will pardon me one word
further, so that I may be understood fully, let me say that my
understanding is that when a British vessel is measured as to
its tonnage it is upon its trial trip; but in the English trial
trips the vessel is very lightly loaded, and, therefore, sits
well on the top of the water, whereas an American vessel in its
trial trips ix loaded practically as it would be for a long ecruise
or for general service, and it sits deep in the water; so that
two vessels of the same size bring this result: The one sitting
on top of the water displaces only a small amount of water,
which is the tonnage—the tonnage being the amount of water
displaced—while the vessel that is put down deep into the
water dispiaces a larger tonnage. Accordingly, an American
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vessel of a certain number of feet and inches, loaded as we
load it, will displace a tonnage much greater than a British
vessel of the same feet and inches loaded as the British load it.

Now, when we wrote this treaty we put into the treaty the
English measiurements as recorded in the English books, There
may have been some——

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me?

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will yield in a moment—there may
have been some adjustment as to obsolescence; there may
have been some adjustment as to the future; but the figures
which I have given were checked by an expert of the Navy as
correct, and the tonnage was—

Great Britain, 628,820.

America, 525,860.

m;n opposition to the treaty I complained of that item at the
e

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, the position I take is this:
I am satisfied the representatives of Great Britain did not
conceal in any way whatever the tonnage of their ships. That
statement is in accordance with the information furnished me,
and that information was supplied by a naval officer. The
British representatives stated frankly the weight and displace-
ment on both bases. As I understand, the displacement of an
American vessel is measured with everything on board, includ-
ing guns, as the vessel is ready for battle at sea, less possibly
coal, and I do not know definitely as to that, and less water for
operation. The English have what they call a legend tonnage,
which, as I understand, is the tonnage computed as of the time
when the ship was actually designed. However, the agreement
absolutely fixed for the future the American method of count-
ing tonnage, and I do not think, as I have said, that the British
concealed anything, according to the information furnished to
me by those who actually participated in the conference. Pos-
sibly the figures which have been given were obtained from
those furnished by the British, but I am satisfied that they
made no concealment as to their ships.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President——

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield to the Senator from Maine,

Mr, HALE. The Senator is quite right; there was no con-
cealment on the part of the British about the tonnage of their
ships. In computing tonnage of the battleships at the time,
both those of Great Britain and our own, we took the so-called
legend tonnage, the design tonnage, which was estimated when
the ships were originally constructed. We assess such design
tonnage in one way—the British assess it in another. The fig-
ures that were given were based on what was done in the ordi-
nary way of assessing this tonnage in each country. Redunced
to the basis of standard tonnage, without fuel and without
reserve feed water, the British at the present time would have
606,850 tons, with the changes that they have made in regard to
blisters on their ships, and we would have 519,553 tons, which
is an even greater discrepancy than appeared at the time,

But as I have said, Mr, President, our people knew ahout the
British ships and the British knew about our ships. We had
competent naval officers assigned to the duty of looking into this
whole matter ; and if we did not get a battleship force that was
equal to that of Great Britain it was our own fault. We got
the force that was agreed upon by our own representatives,

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President——

Mr. HALE. There are a great many matters that have got
to be taken into consideration in arriving at an equality be-
fween the two fleets. It must be remembered that four of the
British ships are not battleships at all; they are battle cruisers;
and battle cruisers ean not stand up against battleships; they
have not the same armor that the battleships have; they are
faster ships, but they can not stand up against battleships.
Then the guestion of age of the ships and the efficiency of the
ships and the gun power of the ships, and many other ques-
tions, must be taken into consideration. Taking all things into
consideration, it was held by our people and by the British
that we had a battle fleet that was substantially on a par
with theirs.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I wish -to eall
attention to another feature——

Mr. HALE. I have merely enumerated a few; there are
plenty of others.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Take the American battleships.
There are the Maryland of 32,600 tons; the California of 32,300
tons; the Tennessee of 32,300 tons; the Idaho of 32,000 tons;
the New Merxico of 32,000 tons; the Mississippi of 32,000 tons;
the Arizona of 31,400 tons; the Pennsylvania of 31,400 tons.
The British had no ships at all equal to those.

Mr. HALE, The Senator is wrong as to that.
standard

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Wait a moment.

Under the
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Mr. HALE. Under the standard tonnage on which the figures
are now computed on the same basis as ours the British have
battle erunisers, the Hood, 42,100 tons; the Repulse, 32,000 tons;
the Renown, 82,000 tons: the Valiant, the Queen Elizabeth, and
the Warspite, of 31,000 tons; and the Barham and Malaya, of
31,000 tons.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was speaking about the capital
ships that became the subject of controversy.

Mr. HALE. These are the capital ships of the British Navy
which I have just given.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. They were all listed in the book,
and the ships the Senator has named are not listed at all.

Mr. HALE. I think the Senator is wrong.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I have the treaty before me.

Mr. HALE. But I think the Senator is wrong about that.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I do not think there is any such
possibility. Under the heading, “ Ships that may be retained
by the British Empire ™

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, there appears to be a con-
siderable difference of opinion. The statement is made on the
one hand of a fact and a different statement on the other, and
the Senators ean settle it, I think, while I proceed, if they do
not mind.

Mr. REED of Missouri. I beg the Senator’'s pardon.

Mr. JOHNSON. I thought the Senator from Missouri had
finished and there was developing a conflict of fact befween
the Senator from Maine and the Senator from Montana——

Mr. HALE. No; I think there is no confiict; I think the
Senator from Montana is mistaken.

Mr. JOHNSON. That arose from some misapprehension
which I thought could be easily cleared up by a word on the
subjeet.

Mr. HALE. I think the Senator from Montana is mistaken,
I have furnished the Senator the list, which iz unquestionably
the list of battleships that the British have retained.

Mr. JOHNSON. Then, the Senator from Maine has convinced
the Senator from Montana that the Senator from Montana was
wrong? Very well,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. He has not done so as yet.

Mr. HALE. I have given the present standard tonnage of the
British battleships and battle cruisers as estimated by the
British.

Mr. SWANSON. I suggest that the Senator from Montana
put his list in the Recorp, and that the Senator from Maine put
his list in the Recorp, and we can then decide between them,

Mr, HALE. The only difference is that the Senator from
Montana was talking about the list we had at the time of the
treaty, under design tonnage, and I am referring to the list
under standard tonnage,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, some time ago I suggested
that out of our generosity at the Washington Disarmament
Conference we had yielded a superiority of 10 per cent. I am
very conservative in my figures. I took the lesser figures which
had been given to me. We yielded a superiority of at least 10
per cent even in the tonnage of capital ships; we yielded to
Britain's desire for bases all over the world, and particularly
in the Pacific; we yielded the only possible base that we had in
the Pacific; we yielded to Britain, in addition to that, the su-
periority in cruisers, and we did it all with a fine, splendid,
hysterical credulity that made us imagine that in the days
following we were going to have parity with Great Britain in the
construction of our Navy.

Sir, I have just read recent fairly official utterances upon
the gquestion of parity wherein the gentlemen speaking concede
such parity to us. Then I return for a moment to the Geneva
conference to demonstrate to you, if it be posgible, from the
words of Lord Cecil and from the book before me of Com-
mander Kenworthy that the real thing which split the Geneva
conference, after all, was parity, and that when that question
arose the British delegation were brought home, and the oppor-
tunity for an agreement was rendered very, very difficult.

In February, 1928, after we had embarked upon this very
modest program of ours, and when it was a matter of discus-
sion in the United States, Mr. Bridgeman, the gentleman of the
rosy cheeks and the blue eyes and the smile for disarmament,
that is referred to by Commander Kenworthy, said:

There is no need—

And Mr. Bridgeman is the First Lord of the Admiralty, re-
call—

There is no need to get excited, worried, or annoyed about the Amer-
fean naval program of which we hear so much. The United States of
America has a perfect right, subject to the Washington convention, to
build whatever fleet It thinks is necessary for its own defense, *= * *

It is inconceivable—
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that either America or Britain should intend aggressive warlike ideas
in these days.

And I reecho, of course, as does every man upon this floor,
that sentiment—

Let us go quickly on with what we think is necessary for ourselves,
Let them go on with what they think is necessary for themselves, and
let us hope if they build a larger navy, their navy will be as great a
factor in the preservation of the peace of the world as the British Navy
has been.

That I quote from the London Times of February 12, 1928,

The First Lord of the Admiralty, then, in 1928, when we em-
barked upon our program, says, “ Let them go on and build as
they deem appropriate. Let us rejoice in the building that they
do. Let us not get worried or excited”; but Americans who
have their eyes cast across the waters most of the time, and
who pride themselves upon being termed * internationalists,”
raise the hue and ery that Bridgeman declines to raise, and they
say, “Oh, you must not build, because if you build you are
offensive to Great Britain.”

They are the ones that raise the ery of offense, not the First
Lord of the Admiralty there. He understands that he ecan take
care of himself, and his country will take care of itself. Our
internationalists, our hysterical women's organizations, and the
like, ery aloud to us here and say, “We must not build at all
for fear we offend Britain.” They, indeed, are the ones who
present the opposition to this particular course that is to be
pursued by this bill—they of America—while Britain has no
such objection, according to the First Lord of the Admiralty, to
that construction.

Again, sir, in a very recent utterance of Lord Lee of Fareham,
in November, 1928, as published in the Manchester Guardian of
November 20, 1928, I find these words quoted :

Lord Lee said:

Why, then, all this excltement over naval parity, a prineiple or a
sentiment to which both countries gave their whole-hearted and em-
phatic approval in 1921, and which neither of us has ever challenged
since ? '

Lord Lee, you know, was one of the plenipotentiaries here
with us in 1921-22, one of those who participated in the dis-
armament conference.

Indeed—
Said he—

to question its validity in any way would be to dishonor our signatures
at Washington, my own amongst them, and to make us bywords
amongst the nations.

Again, he says:

We ask nothing of America; we want no political nor financial
favors, nor have we any desire to interfere with her discretion in build-
ing as many cruisers as—after duly weighing all the implications of
the Kellogg pact—she may consider right and necessary. All that we
ask—and I think we have the right to expect this much—Iig a belief in
our good faith and our * reciprocity of good will.”

All that Britain has the right to ask is concerning our good
faith; and all that any of us who build these cruisers desire
to say to Britain is that *“ We reciprocate your good will.”
There is no other design. It is for Americans unfortunately to
find some other purpose than these who are official in Great
Britain find in this program. It is for Americans here in our
land—pacifists, ladies’ associations, Friday morning clubs, Tues-
day noon clubs, Wednesday 9 o'clock in the morning clubs, and
Thursday 6 o'clock in the evening clubs—that are passing the
resolutions and loading us down with the propaganda—Ameri-
cans who deny the right of America to build! The Englishmen
say, these in authority, “ Build as you will. All we ask is good
will—reciprocity of good willL” We reecho it, * Good will is
ours toward you of Great Britain—we who speak your lan-
guage; good will, reciprocity of good will. But under the skies
that are ours, by virtue of the destiny that is the destiny of
this Republic, because this country is going forward in the
fashion that it has, and needs the preparation that is essen-
tial—because, indeed, we are Americans, and thinking first of
America—let us build as we see fit and as we desire and as we
require for America, and America alone.”

That is the only fashion in which I am thinking in this de-
bate, and that is the only way in which I desire to have my vote
taken upon this cruiser bill. These gentlemen in authority in
Great Britain have stated, as I say to you, their indifference
to what we do in the building line; and with the charm that
our British brethren ever have possessed they say to us they
recognize that we are entitled to parity—this in 1928, when
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we are embarked upon our building program. They say, “ You
are entitled to parity, and we have never denied it”; and
Lord Lee, who signed the report of the Washington Disarma-
ment Conference, says, “ My signature I shounld consider dis-
honored and our nation should be a byword with all the na-
tions of the earth if ever I questioned the right of parity of
the United States of America with Great Britain.”

But in 1927, when Bridgeman, the First Lord of the Admiralty,
was over at Geneva with those who represented us, there was
another story told; and it is told not by our people. I would
scarcely dare in this presence offer the evidence of mere Amer-
jeans; and so it is, sir, that I turn to our English authorities,
o that they can not be questioned. I recognize how readily
any authority ' that emanated from a mere American's lips
might be questioned in this country fo-day. I recognize the
large number of people there are in this Nation who scoff at
the very word “patriotism,” and who would take from the
young that we bring up the love of country that has made
America what it is. I recognize that; and so I turn to an
English authority as to what transpired at Geneva, so that
with our Americans protesting against 15 cruisers there may
be no doubt of the authenticity of what is repeated.

I read you a moment ago:

The revolt of the Admiralty and of avthoritative opinion in the
ruling class against the principle of parity had been carried into the
Conservative cabinet, The Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr. Churehill,
was recognized as a recruit to this revolt when, in a speech at the
Mansion House (July 12, 1927), he said, at a ecritical stage of the
conference :

“ 1 ghould regard it as the paramount duty of the British Exchequer,
in priority to all other considerations, to find any money that was
really needed to safeguard those sea-borne food supplies without which
neither the life nor the independence of the British nation eould
continue."

He thus cnt the ground from under the conferenece by putting the
power of the purse on the side of naval expenditure instead of on that
of naval economy. The signifiecance of this did not escape the Ameri-
cans, who had long suspected that the British did not mean, and
never had meant, to accept parity In sea power; but only parity in the
more costly mechanical weapons in which they could not compete with
the Americans.

Now let us see what Cecil says, who resigned finally, as you
recall. The incident is so recent that I do not attempt to detail
it. We will let Cecil tell his story as he told it to Parliament :

Before we set out, there was a discussion in the committee of im-
" perial defense as to the case that we were to lay before the conference,
In the course of that discussion the guestion was raised whether we
were to admit that the Americans were entitled to eguality in cruisers
on the same model as that which had been conceded to them in battle-
ghips. I certainly understood—I may have been wrong—that influen-
tinl members of the committee expressed the view that unless we
conceded this it was no use going to Geneva.
- L] - * - * -

The Americans attached great importance to what they called
“ parity *—that is to say, equality of auxiliary craft on the same lines
as the equality of battleships agreed upon at Washington. The First
Lord of the Admiralty and his advisers at Geneva saw no great ob-
jection to accepting the American contention on this point, and after
a few days he made it quite clear that though we doubted whether
the American need for cruisers was as great as ours, we had mno
objection to their building up to our limit if they wished to do so.
It was, of course, understood that this should be part of the agree-
ment that we were then negotiating. Unfortunately this decislon caused
great anxiety to some of our colleagues, though we had in fact re-
celved express authority from the cabinet to agree to it. The Chaneellor
of the Exchequer, for instance, has since the breakdown of the com-
ference stated specifieally :

“ Therefore we are not able now—and I hope at no future time—to
embody in a solemn international agreement any words which would
bind us to the prioeciple of mathematical parity in naval strength.
Though I do not in the least agree with him, T am quite sure that
my right honorable friend is convinced that this warning is essential
to the safety of this country. I am equally sure that, if persisted in,
it bangs, bolts, and bars the door against any hope of a further
agreement with the United States on naval armaments.”

My right bonorable friend is a very forceful personality, and I have
no doubt that from the moment that he realized that we had at Geneva
agreed to what he ealls the principle of mathematical parity—that is
to say, that we had extended to crulsers the standard accepted for
battleships—he began to press on his colleagues the necessity of avold-
ing the consequences of what he regarded as a disastrous concession.

Then, reviewing the eruisers and guns, Cecil continued :

T was very much disturbed. Agreement seemed to me to be in sight,
and I felt that if there were to be an adjournment for some days it
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was only too likely that the opportunity would pass. However, the
wording of the summons left us no alternative but to obey. When we
got home we found, as I have already Intimated, that certain members
of the cabinet strongly took the view afterwards expressed in public
by the Chancellor of the Exchequer. They thought that it would be
most dangerous to have stated in the treaty that the Amerleans were
entitled to mathematical parity in auxiliary vessels. These ministers
clearly intimated that they preferred no agreement to one embodying
that principle,

That was one of the reasons why Cecil resigned from the
cabinet, and he gave to the world in the Parliament his reasons
for so resigning.

So much for parity. Now they say we may have it. Very
well; it is immaterial to me, and it ought to be immaterial to
our building program; but when they have agreed in the dis-
armament conference of 1922, when, indeed, they repeat now
in 1928 that they are willing that parity should be ours, when
we have constantly and continuously since the first day that
any agreement was made in relation to disarmament acted
upon that theory, it would be a fraud upon the American people
to assert now that we could not build if we desired upon a
parity with England and just exactly as Great Britain has seen
fit to build,

Mr, MOSES. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield.

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator from California find any
significance in the fact that the British offer of parity is now
made just as the first of the 1922 cruisers built for the United
States is taking the water?

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator from New Hampshire has
grasped the very point that I have been endeavoring to eluci-
date. Of course, the reason that I showed to you that the
first intimation of a desire for a disarmament conference came
from Great Britain—the reason that I demonstrate that the
first real call was made in the Houses of Parliament for a naval
limitation—was to indicate why, and who did it, and to show
that our Limitation of Armaments Conference held in Wash-
ington in 1922 was, after all, because our superiority in battle-
ships was so great that Britain found it necessary that some
steps be taken in order to reach a parity with us upon that
particular kind of craft,

Then, when we had agreed upon parity in 1922 with Great
Britain and fixed a ratio of 5-5-3, immediately Britain begins
building, with her eruisers, as the letter of the treaty might
have permifted, but as every British statesman now practically
concedes was in violation of the spirit of the treaty. Then
Britain, proceeding with her building, denies, indeed, as she
did at Geneva, the parity that had been a part of the Wash-
ington agreement; but in 1928, when we begin again a naval
program in the House of Representatives, and state a position
coneerning that naval program, then Britain says, * Of course,
we believe that the United States is entitled to parity, and none
of us have ever gainsaid it; and, indeed, it would be a denial
of our own signatures and make us a byword among the na-
tions of the world to urge anything to the contrary.”

We will go on if we have any vision in this country. We
will build just as we ought to build, and as I think we ought to
build, not in gestures. I am sick and tired of gestures made in
this body, gestures with no substance to them, and with no
design upon the part of some of the people who are parties to
the gestures ever to see them in fruition at all. We will go on,
not with a gesture, striking out the time limit within this bill,
We will go on building as we ought to build, as the bill itself in
its original form directs the building of these ships, go on until
we have a Navy fit to protect and safegunard the commerce of
the United States which constitutes, indeed, supremacy upon
the sea of all the commerce of the world.

We are asked, in another aspect, to delay for a period in
order that there may be another agreement in regard to inter-
national law and the freedom of the seas. I have no objection
to sticking onto this bill 4566 amendments by which we may
meet in convention with every nation or all nations, to do any-
thing that anybody upon this floor may wish fo have done; but
if there be any such amendment annexed to this bill, let us
adopt it with our eyes open and knowing just what we do,
and let us do it only after we have provided for the immediate
construction of the cruisers that are described in this particular
measure,

Let us think for a moment of freedom of the seas, of the
amendment which has been presented by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho, and the amendment to the amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator from Montana. Both of those
gentlemen believe in the Kellogg peace pact which has just been
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signed. Both are earnest, and desire, just as all the rest of us
are equally earnest and desire, that anything shall be done
in this world that may bring peace to it, a permanent cessation
from warfare of any kind. They, in their desire to accomplish
the purpose that is theirs, have an amendment for the codi-
fication of international law as to neutrals upon the sea, with
an addition that is made by the Senator from Montana with
particular respect to the inviolability of private property.

What is the position these gentlemen take? These are the
protagonists of the Kellogg peace treaty. These are the gen-
tlemen who believe absolutely and unequivocally in the efficacy
of that treaty. They have just written war out of the world.,
They have just declared by a peace tréaty for perpetual peace.
Never again can grim-visaged war be upon this earth. Now
they start immediately doing what? Writing the rules of war,
writing the rules of war.

That might be a perfectly appropriate amendment to be
offered by one like myself, who believes little in the efficacy of
the peace treaty that has been signed; but it strikes me as a
paradox and an anomaly that these gentlemen, with their high
hopes of peace, believing that the Kellogg treaty brings unto
the world a cessation of warfare for all time to come, immedi-
ately to suggest that we write the rules of warfare now, and
write those rules so that they may be respected by every nation
that indulges in warfare in the future.

Hither this new treaty that we have signed is of some value
or it is of no value. If it is observed and war is renounced, if
every question heréafter arising shall be determined by pacific
means, then, of course, the freedom of the seas becomes a mere
academic question and we need not concern ourselves with it
in the slightest gegree.

Assuming, sir, that two nations that have signed this marvel-
ous pact never again to engage in war, to settle everything that
may arise by peaceful means, do engage in war. One nation is
wrong, of course. One nation fights in self-defense, of course.
What are you going to do? Are you going to write the rules
of war, so that we shall trade with the offending nation? Is
that the theory of writing the rules concerning neutrals in time
of war? Do you mean to say that after our signing this pact,
with the solemnity observed, with every nation on the face of
the earth signing it with like solemnity, preserving for the
archives of all time every serap that was used in the signature,
taking the pens for the museums of the world, that they may be
pointed to in generations to come as the instruments that
banished war from all the earth—do you mean to say that we
have signed a treaty of this sort, and then, if it be broken, we
are going to have aught to do with the wrongdoer? How ecan
you, under the freaty, run a blockade of a warring treaty-
breaking nation, and if you can not do it, and the treaty is
observed, how ean any other nation on the face of the earth
have aught to do with the wrongdoer? All the nations on the
face of the earth of necessity must be banded together against
the wrongdoer. What difference does the freedom of the seas
make under those circumstances?

I say nothing of the League of Nations, which was to bring
peace to all the world. I say nothing of its provisions, by
which war should be prevented forever, We are not parties to
it, but the other nations of the earth are. What if one nation,
offending under the league and offending against the Kellogg
treaty, goes to war? Are there, then, to be rules by which we
trade with that offending nation?

Nonsense, sir. We need no rules if the pact be of any use
at all; we need no rules in relation to war if the pact be of
any use. If one nation will break its faith in relation to the
peace pact and go to war, that nation will break its faith in
just the same way as to the rules of warfare and the rights of
neutrals. It is so obvious that it does not appeal to my reason.
Because, however, I deem it in its present form of so little
consequence, I have no objection to letting this amendment go
on the bill

If this treaty, upon which the whole fate of the universe now
depends, which has been eulogized in panegyrics that have been
heard around the world, such as have been applied to no other
instrument—if this peace pact be of any value or of any aid or
of any effectiveness; if the League of Nations, with its covenants
respecting war, is not merely the fraud and the delusion and
the snare that some of us believe it to be—if there is any
efficacy in either or in both, there is no need of writing rules
of war at all, and no need whatsoever for doing anything in
relation to the freedom of the seas.

Freedom of the seas has been a question, of course, which,
ever since we were a little country with a few million people,
has exercised this Nation. Freedom of the seas has always
been something which Great Britain has refused to recognize
in any aspect or in any degree.
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“Freedom of the seas” is a delightful phrase. It is like
“ peace,” it is like “ renouncing war,” like * outlawry of war!”
Is not that splendid? Outlawry of war, all the nations of the
earth standing together, going forward in militant array against
some nation which is ouflawed because it has gone to war,
Glorious phrases are these, beautiful language, soft and sweet,
that has torn us all from our original patriotic moorings in this
country. Glorious it is, outlawing war. We will proceed to
take any offending nation under the league and under the Kel-
logg treaty and make it an outlaw among the nations of the
earth. But before we do that, we will enter into rules with it
for the conduet of war, and for the sale of goods, for the making
of money by us after it gets into war.

What a strange, strange situation we have. “ Freedom of the
seas!”™ A beauntiful phrase. But when you get into war, with
your blows striking; when nations stand with their backs to
the wall; when a people’s existence is at stake, they do not
stop to think of the freedom of the seas. When national life is
in the balance and national existence hangs doubtful upon the
issue, then there is little guestion of what freedom of the seas
may be. It is the strong who act, just as they have acted every
time when there has been war, and every time there has come
a clash between the nations of the world.

Freedom of the seas we discuss learnedly upon this floor. We
talk of rights of neutrals, and we say what a crime and a sin
and a shame it is that any man with goods to sell to a bel-
ligerent shall not be permitted to sell them as he sees fit, pro-
vided they be not in the category of contraband of war. We
speak of it here learnedly, like the dry-as-dust professor who
lectures upon archaic things. We speak of it, and we imagine
that we are fighting a real battle, talking about freedom of the
seas. =

Freedom of the seas when yon get into war? You saw how
it was only 12 years ago. Freedom of the seas! There was not
any such thing, and this big Republic of ours was unable, dur-
ing the early days of the war, to have a semblance of freedom
of the seas or any international law regarded at all, and I
could not but be sympathetic with Asquith when he said that
no nice legal distinetions would he permit to interfere with the
safety of the British Empire and its necessity of blockading those
who were the enemies of the British Empire. That was his an-
nouncement during the war. That has ever been the announce-
ment of every nation that ever got into war, and when we got
into the Great War, just as Great Britain had disregarded our
rights, we disregarded the rights of every other nation on the
face of the earth that came in conflict with ours.

Freedom of the seas is well to talk of in time of peace. Free-
dom of the seas is a splendid thing upon which to draw a
brochure and publish a beautiful little volume, But when na-
tions are in war fighting for their very existence no nation on
earth is going to permit that which is necessary for the enemy
to get past its blockade, no matter whether it may be carried
by one nation or another, and no matter how friendly even the
nation may be to the blockading one in fact.

There is just one way to obtain freedom of the seas, just one
way to protect the commerce of our nation, just one way to go
our way and noft the other man's way, and that is for our
country to be strong enough to enforce its will rather than per-
mitting the other country to be strong enough to force ifs will
upon us.

Freedom of the seas was recently discussed very learnedly by
a member of the British Admiralty. It is very interesting. It
iz entitled “ Freedom of the Seas,” by Sir Herbert Russell, and
appeared in the Military and Naval Record (British) on Novem-
ber 1, 1928. It reads as follows:

The recent publication of a further installment of the memoirs of
Colonel House has aroused a good deal of diseussion upon the suobject
of the freedom of the seas. It is one of those spacious phrases upon
which the politiclans—and especially the pacifist politicians—make
great play. It appears to be assumed in this country that if we would
unreservedly accept the doctrine of freedom of the geas all would be
plain salling in coming to a naval agreement with the United States,
It is argued that we have much more to gain than to lose by agreeing
to renounce blockade, and on the face of it this sounds perfectly
plausible. But pacifist politiclans are always prepared to rush in where
the students of war fear to tread. They will dispose offhand of a prob-
lem to which the strategist devotes years of study in the effort to
arrive at a convincing answer, TFortunately for the naval welfare of
this country, they shoot their bolts without doing any material damage,
and nobody begrudges them their presumptive moral victories.

Freedom of the high seas exists without question in peace time,
International understanding sanctions intervention against outlawry,
gsuch as piracy or mutiny, without any discrimination as to flags, The
jdea that this freedom should not be violated to the disadvantage of
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neutrals during war Is a perfectly reasonable doctrine, But unfor-
tunately it is a doctrine which would leave an enemy at liberty to come
and go as he pleased under false colors, for to unreservedly admit free-
dom of the high seas is to surrender the right to. stop and search any
vessel other than a self-confessed enemy. It would also leave neutrals
free of trade in contraband of war as a perfectly legitimate business.
We are told that the United States is very emphatic upon the freedom
of the seas. Whether this really represents her naval policy I can not
pretend to say; if it represents her political view, then how does she
justify stopping, searching, and seizing vessels on the high seas—i. e,
outside of territorial limits—in the cause of prohibition? To contend
that this is donme for a partleular purpose is quite beside the point,
because the same thing in war time is also done for a particular pur-
pose. The Northern States very soon found that freedom of the seas
was playing 0ld Harry with their chances in their war with the Con-
federate States, and so they established as close and as tight a blockade
as their resources would permit.

To begin with, we want to set a definition to this fine-sounding
phrase., What exactly does freedom of the seas mean? Is it the
renouncing of all blockade, of the right to capture, and the right of
search? If so, we must drop the phrase “ command of the seas” from
our strategieal category. The first object of the stronger naval power
in every war is to establish a dominance of these vital sea areas, If
the freedom of these vital sea areas is to be assured, then the stronger
naval power can only deal with palpably hostile ships. If he sees bona
fide nmeutral traders swarming in and out of the weaker enemy ports,
he must not interfere with them ; even if he is not satisfled they are
bona fide neutrals he has no business to stop them and make sure.
This is a fine doctrine for the weaker power, to be sure. As the United
States Is never likely to figure as the weaker power in a sea war, I
can not believe that she is wedded to the freedom of the seas as a naval
doctrine. If she is wedded to it’at all, it must be simply with an eye
to business; to enable her traders to supply the belligerents with any-
thing and everything without let or hindrance.

Freedom of the seas as a war precept simply means the negation of
war., It implies an immunity which would render the effcctive pursuit
of hostilities all but. impracticable, Assuming that the principle is
gtrictly limited to neutrals, it is self-evident that it would be abused to
such a degree as to destroy the economic weapon. Let us assume that
the freedom of the seas on these lines had existed during the Great
War. There would have been no right to search, eapture, or blockade
neutrals, We need only have transferred our mercantile vessels under
neutral flags—quite an easy thing to do in a perfectly lawful manner—
to have rendered the * U-boat ™ campaign abortive, On the other hand,
supplies would have streamed into Germany because our navy would
have been powerless to stop them, and the war would have been in-
definitely prolonged.

War, whether by land or sea, follows two broad lines, the military
and economic. The latter, of course, is largely governed by the former.
A sglege or a blockade may reduce to submission, for economic reason, a
garrison or a fleet which, militarily, is quite capable of continuing re-
gigtance ; the alternative to submission is a break-out and a battle. The
giege ashore is the counterpart to the close blockade at sea. Modern
methods of warfare render either extremely difficult, the close blockade
in particular. Surely the Great War taught us that a struggle between
nations is not going to be conducted according to prearranged rules.
Aeandemic conventions based upon equity and chivalry are admirable,
and every civilized power cheerfully signs them in the hope that they
may be observed. But when it comes to a struggle a toute outrance,
necessity knows no law, We deliberately violated not merely the
freedom of the sea but the immunity of territorial waters for the
purpose of destroying the Dresden at Juan Fernandez. Norway was
honestly neutral, but the Germans sank her ships without compunetion
for no better reason than that they might have been of service to their
enemies,

Suppose we were to abrogate the economic weapon by accepting the
doctrine of freedom of the seas In war, what would be our position? If
the doctrine were faithfully observed by the enemy, we should be unbeat-
able because we could never be starved. Such a prospect is not going
to commend itself to the enemy. No great war can ever be fought to
finality on the sea alone, but to renounce the economic weapon would
render it practically impossible to confer a decisive character upon the
naval struggle. * Killing is not the end in war; it is only a means to
the end.” The grand clash, resulting in a definite victory to one side,
may or may not happen once in the course of a naval war. The immo-
bilizing of an enemy is the only effective alternative to reducing him
by battle beyond the power of further resistance, But this, again, is
only one of the results of the effective blockade which also denies him
supplies by sea.

I suppose the desire to restrict the effective of war, as suggested by
the doctrine of freedom of the seas, must be regarded as symptomatic
of the desire to abolish war. The latter, to my mind, i very much
more logieal than the former. To abolish war Is an act of finality
(impossible in practice but still, in principle, an act of finality). To
restrict war is an abortive expedient. There can be no binding quall-
fications to the attainment of victory In a struggle of life or death,
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which modern war is likely to be since nations will no longer resort to
arms without deep provocation. The stronger side may observe * rules ™
in the pursuit of his success; the weaker side is not going to observe
anything in his effort to escape being beaten. Pacifist politicians, with
their academic formulae for keeping Mars to the straight and narrow
path, fail in realization of what war means., They try and visualize it
as a gentlemanly business, when we can never make it anything but a
beastly business, and beastlier to-day than ever, thanks to the infernal-
ness of human ingenuity. .

If this country deciared her willingness to accept the principle of
freedom of the seas in war time, there can be little doubt that all the
other naval powers would be prepared to come into line, because they
wounld see that we were shrrendering more than any of them. I am
not prepared to deny that we might stand to geain more than any of
them, but our loss would be relatively greater than our possible advan-
tage. We no longer indulge in the old, immodest heroles about * ruling
the waves,” but we still recognize that our chief source of naval
strength lies in our assumed ability to control our vital sea communi-
cations and, inversely, to deny these to the enemy. Why, then, should
we surrender this chief source of naval strength by proclaiming that
henceforth, in the event of war, we shounld regard those communications,
together with the whole of the Seven Seas, free to those who sought to
make big profits out of the war without any of the risks involved by
coming into it, and who would be primarily concerned that the war
should last as long as possible? For this is what freedom of the seas
would mean. Blockade and the right of search restrict this unscrupulous
game. The Americans think they can not win prohibition without
extending the right of search and virtual blockade well out on the
high seas.

I think we could not hope to pursue a naval war with muech prospect
of success if we are to let neutral contraband runnegs—in which would
be included plenty of disguised enemy ships—have it all their own
way.

Admittedly, it is a source of irritation that neutral ships shounld be
stopped and their papers examined in the course of a war which is
no concern of theirs., For this very reason the process is restricted
to the narrowest possible limits, because it may be taken for granted
that no power at war desires to provoke hostile feelings In a neutral
country. But when a neutral ship is suspected as having on board
contraband of war, and when she enters the zone of enemy waters, she
is giving a reasonable cause for interception. Under the doectrine of
freedom of the seas our patrols and erulsers in the North Sea and the
channel would have been compelled to watch in impotenee the proeces-
sion of ships fiying all the neutral flags under the sun pouring into
Germany not only the necessities of life but the munitions of war. To
abrogate the right of blockade would be to renounce any right to stop
this process. One does not blame the United States for holding that
nobody has any right to interrupt her trade with a power simply
because that power is at war with somebody else. It is natural enough
to look at these questions from the point of view of self-interest.
America at war would probably take a very different view of the
subject from America trying to do big business with other people at
war. This is reasonable, but do not let us confuse it with any idea
of international altruism, of high moral prineiple. The right of
blockade and the economie weapon generally has always proved one
of the most effective elements in our naval strength. We have always
recognized it as the right of other sea powers. In 1881 * blockade
running " to the Confederate ports developed into a big industry. When
a British ship was eaptured by a Federal warship our Government
metaphorieally shrugged its shoulders and said, * Serves you right!”
Even neutrality ecarries certain obligations toward belligerents, as the
United States successfully reminded us over the Alabama case. With
an unqualified doctrine of freedom of the seas there could have been
no Alabama case. And when you begin to import qualifications and
reservations the word * freedom ™ inevitably becomes an anomaly,

But, after all, sir, the answer to the guestion of freedom of
the seas is the law of necessity and the right of self-defense.
When a nation is engaged in a war such as Britain was en-
gaged in during the great World War it can nct be too dainty
and delicate in the handling of nice legal distinetions in rela-
tion to the law of the sea. It must fight first for success. So,
sir, if we talk and talk and talk about freedom of the seas
from now until dooms day, we ecan enforce it in just one way.
If we really believe in it, if we really wish to make the seas
free to us under all circumstances, no matter what may be the
supremacy of those engaged in the war, there is just one way
in which we can do the job, and that is by having a Navy fit
to do that job for us in the old American way.

And so, Mr. President, there is no way, either upon the theory
of trying to make a rule for warfare after we have just signed
a peace pact, or the theory of endeavoring to write a new code
for freedom of the seas—there is no theory upon which anyone
can vote against this bill if he wants disarmament. There is
only one way that experience has taught us we can get it, and
that is by having the armament ourselves with which we have
the bargaining power too.
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Mr. President, in conclusion just a word. Elizabeth of
Russia, that beautiful and unhappy Empress, in 1817 wrote:

This abyss of iniquities which we call politics is vainly covered with
a tissue of brilliant phrases. It Is easy for anyone of the least
intelligence, whose heart is in the right place, to see through this
tissue and to recognize that, in spite of evangelical treaties, in spite
of the reign of justice, it is always the weaker who are sacrificed to
the interests of the more powerful.

That was true when Elizabeth of Russia wrote it in 1817.
It ig no less true to-day, and in the days to come it will be
no less true.

Let us go on in our own way, never in any hostility or
enmity or bitterness or in hatred of any nation on the earth.
Let us go on in our own way, not in the way of any other nation.
Let us go on in our own way—we are big enough and rich
enough and great enough to do it—mnot for the purpose of arous-
ing any spirit of i1l will in any neighbor that may be ours.
Let us go on in our own way to build as we believe we ought to
build, and what we seek by the measure before us is a very
modest program for our own. Let us pass the bill and, if it be
necessary, let us pass another, but let America protect herself,
and when America is able to protect herself, again we may
have a convention for the limitation of armaments, again we
may hold our conferences upon the freedom of the seas, and
again, sir, we may meet and sing in ecstacy our peans of
praise, and again, sir, America will be protected and America
will be able to take care of herself.

Mr. NYE. Mr. President, I was prepared to address the
Senate this afternoon at some length upon the pending cruiser
bill, but the hour has now grown so late that I desire merely
to give notice that on to-morrow I shall seek recognition as
soon as possible affer the convening of the Senate.

TERMS OF COURT IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

Mr. NORRIS. From the Committee on the Judieiary I re-
port back favorably with an amendment the bill (8. 5515) to
amend section 95 of the Judicial Code, as amended, and 1 submit
a report (No. 1583) thereon. I ask unanimous consent for iis
present consideration.

Mr. HALBE. It will not lead to debate?

Mr. NORRIS. It will not lead to debate.

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the bill?

Mr. MOSES. The bill merely changes the time of holding
court in the distriet of New Hampshire.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to its passage.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
‘Whole, proceeded to consider the bill.

The amendment was to strike out all after the enacting clause
and in lien thereof to insert:

That section 95 of the Judicial Code, as amended by an act approved
February 28, 1926, is further amended to read as follows: * The State
of New Hampshire shall constitute one judicial district, to be known
as the district of New Hampshire. Terms of the district court shall be
held at Concord on the second Tuesday in January, the last Tuesday
In April, and the first Tuesday after the second Monday in November ;
and at Littleton on the first Tuesday after the third Monday in Sep-
tember.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

CONFEDERATE VETERANS" REUNION, CHARLOTTE, N. C.

Mr. SWANSON. From the Committee on Naval Affairs I
report back favorably without amendment the bill (H, R. 15324)
authorizing the attendance of the Marine Band at the Con-
federate Veterans' reunion to be held at Charlotte, N. O, and I
submit a report (No. 1578) thereon. I call the attention of the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OveErmMaN] to the bill.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
for the present consideration of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, SHIrsTEAD in the chair).
Is there objection to the request of the Senator from North
Carolina? The Chair hears none,

The bill was considered as in Committee of the Whole and
was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, That the President is aunthorized to permit the United
States Marine Band to attend and give concerts at the Thirty-ninth
Annual Confederate Veterans' Reunion to be held at Charlotte, N. C.,
June 4 to T, inclusive, 1929.

Bec. 2. For the purpose of defraying the expenses of the band in
attending such reunion there is hereby authorized to be appropriated,
out of any money in the United SBtates Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, the sum of $7,500, or so muech thereof as may be necessary:
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Provided, That the payment of such expensez shall be in addition to
the pay and allowances to which members of the United States Marine
Band would be entitled while serving at their permanent station.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

PENSIONS AND INCREASE OF PENSIONS
Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana submitted the following report:

The eommittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
14800) granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain
soldiers, sailors, and marines of the Civil War and certain
widows and dependent children of soldiers, sailors, and marines
of said war having met, after full and free conference have
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30,
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48,
49, 50, 51, 52, 53, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 54 : That the House recede from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 54, and
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: On page 17 of
the engrossed amendments strike out lines 5 to 8, inclusive. On
page 22 of the said engrossed amendments strike out lines 21 to
23, inclusive. On page 31 of the said engrossed amendments
strike out lines 3 to 5, inclusive; and the Senate agree to the
same.

ArrHUR R. ROBINSON,
PETER NORBECK,
PerER G. GERRY,

Managers on the part of the Senate.
W. T. FITZGERALD,
Ricaarp N, ELLiorT,
ArTHUR H. GREENWOOD,

Managers on the part of the House.

The report was agreed to.
INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the independent offices
appropriation bilL

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 16301)
making appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry in-
dependent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930, and for other purposes,
which had been reported from the Committee on Appropriations
with amendments.

Mr. WARREN. 1 ask that the formal reading of the bill
may be dispensed with and that the bill may be read for amend-
ments, amendments of the committee to be first considered. -

(E]l‘he PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

GARNIERS BAYOU BRIDGE, OKALOOSA COUNTY, FLA.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may 1 ask the Senator from
Wyoming if he will not permit me to have a bridge bill con-
gidered? It is necessary to get the bill over to the House if
there is to be any action taken on it at this session. Its con-
gideration will require but a minute.

Mr. WARREN. Unless the bill occasions some delay, I will
yield to the Senator for its consideration.

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of Senate bill 5129,

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (8. 5129) authorizing
Thomas B. Brooks, of Camp Walton, Fla., and his associates
and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across
the mouth of Garniers Bayou, at a point where State Road No.
10, in the State of Florida, crosses the mouth of said Garniers
Bayou, between Smack Point on the west and White Point on
the east, in Okaloosa County, Fla., which was read, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That in order to facilitate intrastate commerce,
improve the postal service, and provide for military and other purposes,
Thomas E. Brooks,.of Camp Walton, Fla., his associates and assigns,
be, and are hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge and approaches thereto aeross the mouth of Garniers Bayou, in
Okaloosa County, Fla., at a point where 8tate Road No. 10, in the State
of Florida, c¢rosses the mouth of said Garniers Bayou, between Smack
Point on the west and White Point on the east, in Okaloosa County,
Fla., in aceordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to
regulate the construetion of bridges over navigable waters,” approved
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March 28, 1906, and subject to the conditions and limitations contained
in this act.

Spc, 2. There is hereby conferred upon Thomas E. Brooks, of Camp
Walton, Fla., his associates and assigns, all such rights and powers to
enter npon lands and to acquire, condemn, oecupy, possess, and use real
estate and other property needed for the location, construction, opera-
tion, and maintenance of such bridge and its approaches as are pos-
sessed by railroad corporations for railroad purposes or by bridge cor-
porations for bridge purposes in the State in which such real estate or
other property is situated, upon making just compensation therefor, to
be ascertained and paid according to the laws of such State, and the
proceedings therefor shall be the snme as in the condemnation or expro-
priation of property for public purposes in such State.

SEc, 8. The said Thomas E. Brooks, of Camp Walton, Fla., and his
associates and assigns, is hereby authorized to fix and charge tolls for
transit over such bridge, and the rates of tolls so fixed shall be legal
rates until changed by the Secretary of War under the authority eon-
tained in the act of March 23, 1906,

Sec. 4. After the completion of such bridge, as determined by the
Secretary of War, either the State of Florida, any public agency or
political subdivision of said State, within or adjoining which any part
of such bridge is located, or any two or more of them jointly, may at
any time acquire and take over all right, title, and interest in such
bridge and its approaches, and any interest in real property necessary
therefor, by purchase or by condemnation or expropriation, in accord-
ance with the laws of the State of Florida governing the acquisition of
private property for public purposes by condemnation or expropriation,
If at any time after the expiration of 20 years after the completion of
such bridge the same is acquired by condemnation or expropriation, the
amount of damages or compensation to be allowed shall not include
good will, going value, or prospective revenues or profits, but shall be
limited to the sum of (1) the actual cost of constructing such bridge
and its approaches, less a 1 ble deduction for actual depreciation
in value: (2) the actual cost of acquiring such interest in real prop-
erty; (8) actual financing and promotion costs not to exceed 10 per
cent of the sum of the cost of constructing the bridge and its ap-
proaches and acquiring such interests in real property; (4) actual ex-
penditures for necessary improvements.

Sec. 5. If such bridge shall at any time be taken over or acquired by
the State or public agencies or political subdivisions thereof, or by
either of them, as provided in section 4 of this act, and if tolls are
thereafter charged for the use thereof, the rate of toll shall be so ad-
justed as to provide a fund sufficient to pay for the reasonable cost of
maintaining, repairing, and operating the bridge and its approaches
under fconomical mansagement, and to provide a sinking fund sufficient
to amortize the amount pald therefore, including reasonable interest
and financing cost, as soon as possible under reasonable charges, but
within a period of not exceeding 20 years from the date of acquiring
the same, After a sinking fund sufficient for such amortization shall
have been so provided, such bridge shall thereafter be maintained and
operated free of tolls, or the rate of toll shall thereafter be so adjusted
as to provide a fund of not to exceed the amount necessary for the
proper maintenance, repair, and operation of the bridge and its ap-
proaches under eco ical ma ient, An accurate record of the
amount paid for acquiring the bridge and its approaches, the actual
expenditures for maintaining, repairing, and operating the same, and
of the daily tolls collected shall be kept and shall be available for the
information of all persons interested.

Sec. 6. Thé said Thomas H. Brooks, and his associates and assigops,
ghall within 90 days after the completion of such bridge, file with the
Secretary of War and with the Highway Department of the State of
Florida, a sworn itemized statement showing the actual original cost of
constructing the bridge and its approaches, the actnal cost of acquiring
any interest in real estate necessary therefor, and the actual financing
and promotion costs. The Secretary of War may, upon request of the
Highway Department of the State of Florida, at any time within three
years after the completion of such bridge, investigate such costs and
determine the accuracy and reasonableness of the costs alleged in the
statement of costs so filed, and shall make a finding of the actual and
reasonable costs of constructing, financing, and promoting such bridge;
for the purpose of such investigation the said Thomas E. Brooks, his
assoclates and assigns, shall make available all of their records in con-
nection with the construetion, finaneing, and promotion thereof. The
finding of the Secretary of War as to the reasonable costs of construe-
tion, financing, and promotion of the bridge shall be coneclusive for the
purposes mentioned in section 4 of this act, subject only to review in the
court of equity for frand or gross mistake.

SEc. 7. The right to sell, assign, transfer, and mortgage all the rights,
powers, and privileges conferred by this act is hereby granted to the
said Thomas E. Brooks, of Camp Walton, Fla., his associates and as-
signs ; and any corporation or person to which or to whom such rights,
powers, and privileges may be sold, assigned, or transferred, or who
sghall acquire the same by mortgage foreclosure or otherwise, is hereby
authorized and empowered to exercise the same as fully as though con-
ferred herein direetly upon such corporation or person.
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Sec. 8, The right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby expressly
reseryved.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

ROCK RIVER BRIDGE, JANESVILLE, WIS,

Mr. BLAINE. Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the bill (H. R. 14920) granting
the consent of Congress to the State of Wisconsin to construct,
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge across the Rock
River at or near Center Avenue, Janesville, Rock County, Wis.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I understand that there is
some necessity for haste in the case of the bill for which the
Senator from Wisconsin asks consideration, and, unless it shall
lead to some debate, I shall yield for that purpose.

Mr, SMOOT. Is the bill in the regular form of bridge bills?

Mr. BLAINE. It is in the regular form of such bills, It
has passed the House of Representatives, and has been favor-
ably reported by the Committee on Commerce of the Senate.
The bridge proposed to be constructed is to be a free, publie
bridge. It is very essential to have the notfice for the letting
of the contract published immediately.

Mr. SMOOT. DMr. President, why would it not be a good
idea to ask unanimous consent that all of the bridge bills which
are in the usual form be passed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is an appropriation bill
before the Senate at this time, and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. BraiNe] has asked unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill named by him.

Mr. SMOOT. I am not objecting to the consideration of that
bill, but 1 only thought we might clear the calendar of bridge
bills. .

Mr. WARREN. We want to consider, and, if possible, com-
plete the pending bill to-night, and then to-morrow we may
consider the calendar and go through with all the bridge bills.

Mr. SMOOT. I merely suggested that the bridge bills' should
be passed.

Mr. DALE. There is one bridge bill on the calendar to which
there is objection.

Mr. SMOOT. Then, of course, I should not press the sug-
gestion, 3

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Wisconsin for the consideration of
the bill named by him?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 14920) granting the
consent of Congress to the State of Wisconsin to construct, main-
tain, and operate a free highway bridge across the Rock River,
at or near Center Avenue, Janesville, Rock County, Wis.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment,
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION

SIGNED

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Halti-
gan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had affixed
his signature to the following enrolled bills and joint resolution,
and they were signed by the Vice President:

8.4979. An act to authorize the city of Niobrara, Nebr., to
transfer Niobrara Island to the State of Nebraska ;

. R. 9570. An act to provide for the transfer of the returns
office from the Interior Department to the General Accounting
Office, and for other purposes;

H. R. 11859. An act for the relief of B. C. Miller; and

H. J. Res. 350. Joint resolution to provide for the reappoint-
ment of Frederic A. Delano and Irwin B. Laughlin as members
of the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution,

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 16301) making appropriations for
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1930, and for other purposes.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, this appropriation bill ‘has come
up without any notice of any kind. Does not the Senator from
Wyoming think there ought to be a quorum present so that
Senators may know that the bill is being consgidered?

Mr. WARREN. Is it the intention of the Senator
Washington to suggest the absence of a quoram?

Mr. DILL. I think it is only fair to Senators who have gone
away thinking that the cruiser bill was the only bill which
would be considered during the remainder of to-day's session.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Washington has the right
to suggest the absence of a quorum, and, of course, I do not
care to object, and shall not do so.

from
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Mr. DILL. I make the point of no quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The roll will be called.

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Ashurst Fletcher Keyes Shortridge
Barkle Frazier McEellar Simmons
Bayar George MeMaster Bmoot
Bingham Gerr MeNar, Steiwer

Black Gillett Mayfield Stephens
Blaine Glass OSeE Swanson
Blease Glenn Neel{ Thomas, Idaho
Borah Goff Norris Thomas, Okla.
Bratton Greene Nye Trammell
Brookhart Hale die Tydings
Bruce Harris Overman Tyson

Burton Harrison Pine Vandenberg
Capper Hastings Ransdell W:fnar
Caraway Hawes Reed, Mo, Walsh, Mass.
Couzens Hayden Robinson, Ind. Walsh, Mont,
Curtis Heflin Sackett Warren

Dale Johnson Schall Watson

Din Jones Sheppard Wheeler

Fess Kendrick Shipstead

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-six Senators having
answered to their names, a quorum is present.

The first amendment of the committee will be stated.

The CHiEF CLERK. On page 2, at the beginning of line 9, it is
proposed to insert *additional secretary te the President,
$10,000.”

Mr. WARREN.
ment.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the chairman of the
committee explain why it is that provision is made in this bill
for an additional secretary to the President? We have had
many Presidents who have gotten along with one secretary and
hig assistants. Why is it necessary to have an additional one
for the incoming President? :

Mr. WARREN. I assume that the duties of the office will
require additional help. As a matter of fact, there are now two
secretaries in the Executive Office, although there is only one
secretary appropriated for as such. This amendment gives the
incoming President an additional secretary in the regular way
by an appropriation as a separate item in the bill. The item,
of course, came from the Budget Burean in the regular way.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the amendment mean that there will
be three secretaries to the new President?

Mr. WARREN. There will be three when this bill shall have
become a law, if the amendment shall be agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. At $10,000 each?

Mr. WARREN. There will be three at $10,000 each.

" M‘ar CARAWAY. Is that two more than the present President
as? ;

Mr. WARREN. It is one more, so far as the record shows; in
fact, there will be but one more in the service.

Mr. CARAWAY. As a matter of fact, there will be two more
than he now has?

Mr. WARREN. As a matter of fact, there will be one more
than he now has in the service,
~ Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. Clark is a secretary at the White
House, but he does not get $10,000 a year. This amendment
really amounts to providing for two more secretaries, giving
three at $10,000 each.

Mr. CARAWAY. Was there some reason shown for it?

Mr, OVERMAN. Mr. Hoover wanted it; that is all I know.

Mr. CARAWAY. That might not constitute a reason.

Mr. McEELLAR. Mr. President, I am not going to oppose
the amendment, though I wish to express my own opposition to
it. I can not, however, imagine what circumstances in the
world would require the incoming President of the United
States to have three secretaries, for the secretarial work of the
Executive Office is now conducted, I think, very splendidly with
one secretary and the assistants that he has. It looks like
legislation merely for the purpose of making a place for some-
body. T do not think the Congress ought to do that, and I want
to express my disapproval of it.

Mr. WARREN. I am sorry the Senator disapproves; but as
I have stated, it is only an increase all together of one secretary
for the incoming President.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to eall attention to the
faet that President Harding—and President Wilson, if I remem-
ber correctly—had an item put in the appropriation bill for
an extra man, although he was not called a secretary.

Mr. OVERMAN. But not an extra $10,000 man.

Mr. McKELLAR. My impression is that the secretary to
President Wilson received at first a salary of $6,500, which per-
haps was raised fo $7,500. Now it is proposed to have three
secretaries at $10,000 each. I merely want to express my abso-
lute disapproval of any such action as is proposed. It looks
as if we are merely legislating offices for certain people. I

I offer a substitute for the committee amend-
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think that is a very unwise policy. I believe one secretary and
his assistants can do all the work that is necessary to be done
in the Executive Office, and I do not think we ought to expend
the people’s money in any such way as is here proposed.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I do not understand the
chairman of the committee. I am told by one Senator that
it means two secretaries, and the Senator from Wyoming then
says, in effect, it means one additional secretary. What is the
correct number ?

Mr. WARREN. I have already stated to the Senator from
Tennessee, who preceded the Senator from Arkansas, what the
amendment means; but he immediately said it meant some-
thing else, which I did not say. At the present time the Presi-
dent has one secretary, who is on the rolls at $10,000; he has
another who is performing service along practically the same
line, I do not know how much the President pays him from
his private funds, but I assume that the second secretary
probably receives at least $7,500 from the United States, because
he would be entitled to that much,

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh

Mr. WARREN. Wait a moment.
Mr. CARAWAY. I am waiting.
Mr. WARREN. Now we are asked here for another one,

which will make three, whereas the present President has two.
The difference is that these three are to be at $10,000 each.

Mr. CARAWAY. Do 1 understand the Senator to say that the
present President has a private secretary that he is paying
out of his own funds?

Mr. WARREN. No; I do not say that.

Mr. CARAWAY. Then what did the Senator say?

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will just listen——

Mr. CARAWAY. I am listening.

Mr. WARREN. I say that he has two of them. One of them
is paid $10,000, and the other probably $7,500, because he is
being paid out of the general lump sum appropriated for the
employees of the Executive Office. We have no way of know-
ing—at least, I do not have—what the President may pay him
from his private funds, because he is a very eflicient and a very
fine man.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, he is paying him $7,000 now.

Mr. McCKELLAR. Mr. President, is not this amendment sub-
ject to a point of order? I am not going to make a point of
order, however,

Mr. WARREN. It is not subject to a point of order, let me
say, because, first, it comes here from the Bureau of the
Budget. Furthermore, it is approved by the committee; and
not only is it approved by the committee but on a list in which
19 men in the committee approved it the amendment has
gone in.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not going to make a point of order
against the amendment; I stated that at the very beginning;
but I think it is subject to a point of order. It is creating the
office of another secretary to the President. It is clearly out
of order. It is general legislation on an appropriation bill

Mr. WARREN. It was estimated for.

Mr. McCKELLAR. It may have been estimated for, but it is
subject to the point of order that it is general legislation. I
want to say, however, that I am not going to raise that point
of order. It is general legislation. There is no reason estah-
lished for it. I have asked Senators to give a reason for it—
why the present President can get along with one secretary
gnd we have to have three secretaries for the incoming Presi-

ent,

Mr. WARREN. I have told the Senator from Tennessee
three of four times over, and I have told another Senator, that
the present President has two secretaries, and the Senator
insists upon saying that he has but one.

Mr. McKELLAR. The new President can pay a third one in
the same way; he can pay a fourth one in the same way that
the present President pays the second one.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Tennessee can tell the
new President what to do. I do not wish to be too previous
here before he is even sworn in.

Mr. McKELLAR. I am expressing my opposition to this
amendment. I think it is unwise legislation. I want to vote
against it. I want it submitted to the Senate so that I ecan
vote against it.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Ten-
nessee is through, I desire to ask a question. I just want to
understand the matter. My interest in it arises from news-
paper and other reports that have come to my attention. Is
this for the purpose of taking care of one particular person that
the incoming President has in mind?

Mr. WARREN. 1 have no knowledge at all of that.

Mr. CARAWAY. Is Mr. Richey to be this second secretary?

Mr. WARREN. I can not tell the Senator.
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Mr. CARAWAY. Is he the one who is on the President’'s
private pay roll that the Senator says he may be paying so much
from this lump sum?

Mr. SMOOT. Noj; he is not, Mr. President.

Mr. CARAWAY. Well, who is that?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. Richey is the private secretary of Mr.

Hoover.

" Mr. WARREN. Let me say to the Senator that it is not my
intention to interfere with the wishes of the President elect so
far as I may know them. I have not met him for a long tinre.
I have had no recent conversation at all with him. I am pro-
ceeding in the regular way, as these things come to us with the
approval of the committee to whom they were submitted.

Mr. CARAWAY. But the Senator talked as though he did
not think we ought to have the information. I am trying to
find out. I am not a member of the Appropriations Committee,
and none of those things appear in its report, and I was just
trying to ascertain the facts. I am sure the Senator is familiar
with the report that has gone around, and I just wanted to
ascertain whether this amendment was for the purpose of
taking care of this particular person.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator state how much of an increase is earried by this bill in the
appropriation for secretarial and clerical services for the Presi-
dent? What is the total increase for clerical and secretarial
services?

Mr. WARREN. The new secretarles will be three at $10,000

apiece.

er. WALSH of Massachusetts. How muech more are we
appropriating?

Mr. WARREN. It simply amounts, all together, to one more
secretary.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts.
than heretofore?

Mr. WARREN. Yes, and $2,500 more, perhaps, for the other
secretary.

Mr. OVERMAN. No, Mr. President.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I wish we could have that
information. One member of the committee says, “No,” and
another shakes his head. How much more are we appropriating
in this bill for the Executive Office than we appropriated last
year?

Mr. WARREN. One at $10,000, and a second one at $10,000,
who has been receiving $7,500 before. It will cost $10,000 for
one and $2,500 for one of the others.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. OvERMAN] agree to that?

Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator from Massachusetts wishes to
know the total amount appropriated for the Exeecutive Offices
in this bill?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Compared with last year's
bill, how much more money will the next President be able to
spend for clerical assistance for the Executive Offices than the
present President?

Mr. FLETCHER. The total amount for the Executive Offices
is $468,120,

Mr. WARREN. It would be $12,500 more, all together.

Mr. OVERMAN. The fact is that the new President is going
to have three secretaries at $10,000 each. That is the truth.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts., It is either $30,000 or $12,000.
Which is it? Does anybody know?

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not know how much Mr. Clark is
paid, and nobody knows. Mr. Clark is now the personal secre-
tary to the President, and I do not know how much he is paid,
and nobody else knows how much he is paid. The truth is,
hov;rlever, that Mr, Hoover will have three secretaries at $10,000
each,

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, let me see if I understand
that. I understand that there is a new secretary provided for
at $10,000, and that the salary of one secretary is increased
from $7,500 to $10,000, which makes an increase of $12,500. I
wish that had been stated half an hour ago.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Smoot] agree to that?

Mr. SMOOT. My attention was distracted for a moment. I
dcuf not know what the statement was to which the Senator
refers,

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, it seems as though we are
getting away from * Coolidge economy” already, and making a
pretty rapid step here in the first section of the bill.

I am going to ask that the Chair put the question. I do not
want the Recorp to show that this is done by unanimous consent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment offered b‘y the Sen-
ator from Wyoming will be stated.

Ten thousand dollars more
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The Caigr CLErk. In lieu of the committee amendment it is

proposed to insert:
Two additional secretaries to the President, $10,000 each.

Mr. FLETCHER. There is another one. Then the committee
amendment has been changed?

Mr. WARREN. The committee amendment; yes.

Mr. FLETCHER. And you are going to add two.

The VICE PRESIDENT. This is proposed in lieu of the com-
mittee amendment.

Mr. FLETCHER. We have been talking about the provisions
of the bill.

Mr. SMOOT. There is no question about the fact that if the
amendment is agreed to there is an addition of $20,000.

Mr. FLETCHER. Twenty thousand dollars? We have gone
up $10,000 already.

Mr. SMOOT. That is the increase over last year.

Mr. FLETOHER. We starfed with an increase of $10,000.
Now it has gone up to $10,000 more, or $20.000 all together.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Wyoming to the amend-
ment of the committee.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us have a roll call. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. WARREN. Why does the Senator want to delay us?

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us have the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. 1Is the demand for the yeas and
nays seconded?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
as amended.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was,
on page 2, line 11, after the words * in all,” to strike out * $103,-
520" and insert “$113,520, of which $10,000 shall be imme-
diately available.”

The amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 20, to change the
total appropriation for the Executive Office from $458,120 to
$468,120.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “ Bureau of Effi-
ciency,” on page 9, line 8, after the words “in all,” to strike
out *“$223,830" and insert * $227.630,” and in line 9, after the
word “ exceed,” to strike out “ $217,780"” and insert * $221,580,”
s0 as to read:

For chlef of burean and other personal services in the District of
Columbia ; contract stenographic reporting services; contingent ex-
penses, including traveling expenses; supplies, stationery; purchase
and exchange of equipment; not to exceed $100 for law books, books
of reference, newspapers, and periodicals; and not to exceed $150 for
street-car fare; In all $227,630, of which amount not to exceed $221,580
may be expended for personal services in the Distriet of Columbia.

The amendment was agreed to.
The next amendment was, on page 9, after line 12, to strike
out:

Hereafter the Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency shall certify annually
to the Bureau of the Budget, for inclusion in the annual Budget, along
with his estimates of appropriations for the ensuing year, a statement
of the amount of the savings which he estimates have been effected in
the warions bureaus and offices of the Government, including the Ifis-
trict of Columbia, as a result of the surveys and recommendations made
by the Bureau of Eficiency during the previous year; and the Budget
shall include a statement, following the estimate for the Bureau of
Efficiency, of the reductions or adjustments of appropriations effected
or proposed to be made in the appropriations for the respective bureaus
or offices as a result of such surveys by the Bureaun of Efficiency.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, just a moment: What is this?
What is the purpose of striking out of the bill this language
about the Bureau of Efficiency?

Mr. WARREN. It strikes out a paragraph put in by the
House, changing the mode in which the Chief of the Bureau of
Efficiency reports. The Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency ob-
jected to it, and I communicated with the House committee and
found that the House committee themselves did not know about
its being obnoxious to the Bureau of Efficiency, and hence they
seemed willing to have it stricken out.

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that with that lan-
guage in the bill we are going right back to the old Taft Com
mission. That is what that means. It was passed by the
House; and, as the Senator says, when the attention of the
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members of the House committee was called to it, they, of
course, would not for a minute think of going back to the old
Taft Commission,

Mr. DILL. As I read it, this simply proposes that the chief
of the bureau shall present an estimate of the appropriations
for the ensuing year, and a statement of the amount of the
savings which he estimates have been effected in the various
bureaus and offices of the Government, including the District
of Columbia, as a result of the surveys and recommendations
made by the Bureau of Efficiency during the previous year.
What has that to do with the Budget?

Mr. SMOOT. It is not the Budget.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President——

Mr. DILL. The Senator says it is going back to the budget
of the Taft administration.

Mr. SMOOT. This is the Bureau of Efficiency.

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will yield to me, I think I
can tell him what is the trouble. The trouble is that the Bu-
rean of Efliciency is one of those useless bureaus that ought
not to exist under this Government. It is a fifth wheel on the
wiagon. It has no part in the Government. We ought not to
let it exist a moment longer. It ought to be stricken out
entirely. A certain gentleman has just kept it going for a num-
ber of years. In my judgment, the chief of this bureau serves
no useful purposes as an employee of the Government; and the
bureaun ought to be abolished, and ought to have been abolished
long ago.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say to the Senator
that the only use of the Bureau of Efficiency is that it saves
the Government tens of thousands and hundreds of thousands
of dollars a year.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, if that is the case, wherein is it
objectionable to have an estimate of the amount that has been
saved and will be saved?

Mr. SMOOT. Those reports are already made.

Mr. DILL. The Senator says the purpose of this bureau is
to save money, and here is a provision reguiring them to make
a statement about it; and the Senator says it goes back to the
Taft Commission. That does not mean anything to me.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, may I have the Senator’s
attention for just a moment?

Mr. DILL. I want to know what is wrong with this provi-
gion of law that reguires them to make these estimates.

Mr. WARREN. 1 take it that the Senator is seeking to
know what it means. The Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency
makes these reports; but in going into one of the departments
where he believes there are more clerks than they need, or their
salaries are disarranged, and so forth, when he is invited to go
there to look it over, as it is his duty to do, he makes the
reports immediately, and those reports go back to the same
place. Where he has exercised his judgment In reporting, it
leads sometimes to a provision against his going into that
department. In faet, as it is now, the chairman or his repre-
sentative does not go into any department except where he is
invited to go; and the idea of striking that out in the case of
those early reports is in the interest of saving money, and mak-
ing reports that may be of avail.

Mr. SMOOT. May I read just a ghort statement here? 1
think it will clear the Senator's mind.

Mr. DILL. All right.

My, SMOOT (reading) :

The requirement that we publicly certify to the savings effected by
us would be most unfortunate. Our success has been due largely to
our going about our work in the various Government establishments
quietly, gaining the cooperation of the administrative officials, and
with their support installing the improved methods we have developed.
The results of our efforts have been reported to Congress—

And the Senator will find, if he desires to look at it, a state-
ment of what is called for here—

and until this year it has deferred to our wish that the detalls thereof
be not published. .

I could stand here and tell the Senator the different depart-
ments that bave asked the Bureau of Efficiency to come in and
reorganize their whole systems. I remember Postmaster Gen-
eral Burleson stated time and time again that the Burean of
Efficiency, after going into the Post Office Department, had ree-
ommended methods that saved hundreds of thousands of dol-
lars to the Government of the United States.

Mr. DILL, Mr. President, the letter which the Senator
has been reading is not responsive to the language of this
amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. We think it Is.

Mr. DILL. That leiter says they do not want announced
ahead of time what they are going to do. This language would
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require them to report afterwards what they had done. It
looks to me as if this is a method on the part of the House of
requiring the Bureau of Efficiency to justify their existence.
That is what this wording provides, and the Senate committee
wants it stricken out. The wording of this provision is very
clear. It simply asks for a statement of the amounts saved
and how they saved them. That would not require them to

tell what they were going to do. )

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, as a member of the committee,
I will say that no reason satisfactory to me was ever given why
this language should be stricken out. There appeared a state-
ment as to savings inaugurated upon recommendations of the
Bureau of Efficiency. It was mere speculation. For instance,
we had one item above $60,000 that would be saved provided
a particular bureau would accept the suggestions of the Bureau
of Efficiency, but we had nobody from the bureau to be affected
before us to tell us whether or not that statement was accurate,
The probability is that had we brought somebody from that
bureau before the committee he would have said they would
not save a dollar by those methods. So I say that, for myself,
no satisfactory reason was ever given to me why this language
should be stricken out.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, the letter which the Senator read
does not meet this situation at all, because the letter is an
argument that this langusage should be stricken out because it
would result in announcing ahead of time what they were
going to do. This language does not say that at all. This
provides :

Hereafter the Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency shall certify annually
to the Bureau of the Budget, for inclusgion In the annual Budget, along
with his estimates of appropriations for the ensuing year, a statement
of the amount of the savings which he estimates have been effected
in the various bureaus and offices of the Government, including the
District of Columbla, as a result of the surveys and recommendations
made by the Bureau of Efficiency during the previous year; and the
Budget shall include a statement, following the estimate for the Bureau
of Efficiency, of the reductions or adjustnrents of appropriations effected
or proposed to be made in the appropriations for the respective bureaus
or offices as a result of such surveys by the Bureau of Efficiency,

I think this language is extremely in point, in view of the
statement of the Senator from Tennessee, namely, that the
bureaun is not serving any purpose.

Mr. GLASS. I want to say, for myself, that I think the
burean has served a tremendously useful purpose; but that
does not mean that I agree with every recommendation the
bureau makes. This is one it has made with which I do not
agree, and with which I did not agree in the committee.

Mr. SMOOT., Mr. President, this letter further reads:

We bhave found that our work s econsiderably hampered by the
publication of the savings effected by us, because of the fact that the
average Government official feels that a statement indicating a large
sgaving in his office will be interpreted as a criticism of his administra-
tion. In fact, it was that very practice of publicly reporting savings
followed by the President's C ission on E ¥ and Efficiency that
led to the commission’s abolishment; and we are convinced that by the
enactment of such a provision as contained in the House bill the doors
of many of the establishments wherein we are now aceomplishing large
savings by our research will be barred against us.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to say that, in my
judgment, this is just one of the absolutely useless bureaus of
this Government which ought to be abolished entirely. The
Comptroller General’s office really does all that this bureau
might do for that matter. I understand that Mr. Brown, the
head of this bureaun, goes around and tells other people what
fo do. We have no evidence—and never have had any evidence—
that they have ever accomplished any good. I have read their
reports, and when you read one of their reports you can not
find that they have ever saved anything, except theoretically.
There is nothing actual about it.

The fact of the matter is just this: That several years ago
this bureau was established and year by year we have just
continued to appropriate more and more money to keep it going.
They have a lot of employees. They have what they eall an
organization and they are continually adding to it. What they
are doing nobody knows, and when they are asked by Congress
to tell what they have been doing they are around lobbying to
get the language of the House stricken out. That is the truth
about the matter and we all know it. If we are going to vote
for it, let us vote for it and keep this useless organization going
on. There has been a fight over it ever since it was established
because it has not done any good. We ought to abolish it
instead of appropriating money for it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
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Mr, McKELLAR. I just want to give notice now that when
the appropriation for this comes up next year, I propose to have
witnesses before the committee, and to take evidence, and see
what this commission is doing. I am giving notice of that
right now.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, if the Senator does that, he will
embarrass the commission. If it tells anybody what it does,
" that will be embarrassing, They have gotten the executive-
session idea down there, They have it in the Treasury Depart-
ment, and now they want to ecarry it into this Efficiency
Burean, and when it is proposed that the light be turned on
them, they do not want anybody to know what they have done.

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the Senator about that, but
we are going to have some facts before any other appropriation
is made for this bureau. If they are not willing to come and
make a report to the Congress, as provided by the House
language, we will see that they make a report when they come
before the committee next year.

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, had this been a matter that in-
volved an appropriation of a million dollars, no head of a bureaun
could have been more insistent or have clung more tenaciously
to the heels of the Appropriation Committee than the director
of this Efficiency Bureau upon this mere question of giving
information as to what it was doing.

Mr. McKEELLAR. I will say to the Senator that it has not
been for this year only. It is constantly doing the same thing,
and has been doing it for years, simply because the head of
that bureau knows there is no reason for the commission over
which he presides.

Mr. GLASS. I do not take that position, but there is no
reason on the face of the globe why the Congress of the United
States should not know what the commission is doing, and there
is mo reason why any department of this Government, or any
burean of this Government, should not be given an opportunity
to combat statements made by this bureau, if they are inac-
curate, as I have reason to think some of theirs are.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator that
the report of this bureau is published, and contains every item
that was appropriated for last year, and it will be the sanre as
to the next year. But the information is not given out for pub-
lication in newspapers. It is reported to Congress regularly,
and in the regular way comes to the committee.

Mr. DILL. What is the objection, then, to having it reported
every year?

Mr. WARREN. I do not care to discuss the matter further
with the Senator. Some of the States were anxious to elect a
new President, and now some of them seem to be rather shy
about giving him anything to work with hereafter.

Mr. DILL. That has not anything to do with the secrecy
surroundings the activities of this bureau.

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 3, to change the
total appropriation for the Burean of Efficiency from $224.330
to $228.130.

The amendurent was agreed to.

The next amendinent was, um{er the heading “ Civil Service
Commission,” on page 10, at the end of line 6, to strike out
“ $669.550 " and insert * $672,610," so as to read:

Salaries : For three commissioners and other personal services in the
District of Columbia, $672,610,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendiment was, on page 12, line 11, to change the
total appropriation for the Civil Service Commission from
$1,223.802 to $1,226,862.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, under the heading “ Tariff Com-
mission,” on page 34, line 14, before the word * together,” to
strike out “ $763,000" and insert * $764,000," and in the same
line, after the words “ together with,” to strike out * $37,000"
and insert “ $36,000,” so as to read:

For salaries and expenses of the United States Tariff Commission, in-
cluding porchase and exchange of labor-saving devices, the purchase of
professional and scientific books, law books, books of reference, gloves
and other protective equipment for photostat and other machine opera-
tors, payment in advance for subseriptions to newspapers and periodi-
eals, and contract stenographie reporting services without regard to
section 3700 of the Revised Btatutes (U, 8. C. 1309, sec. 5), as author-
ized under Title VII of the act entitled “An act to increase the revenue,
and for other purposes,” approved September 8, 1916 (U, 8. €. 529

531, secs, 91-106), and under sections 315, 816, 317, and 318 of the
act entitled “An act to provide revenue, to regulate commerce with
foreign countries, to encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes,’”
secs. 154-158; 5T8-580,

approved September 21, 1922 (U. 8. C. 675576,
gecs, 174-180, 182-190), $764,000, together
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with $36G,000 of the unexpended balabce of the appropriation for this
purpose for the fiscal year 1928, of which amount not to exceed
$690,000 may be expended for personal services In the District of Colum-
bia and not to exceed §2,000 for expenses, except membership fees, of
attendance at meetings concerned with subjects under Investigation by
the commission,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 35, line 8, to change the
;?_tsagl &gpropriaﬁon for the Tariff Commission from $788,000 to

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 47, line 13, to change the
total appropriation contained in this aect from $541,314,144 to
$541,332,004.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator from
Wyoming about the appropriation for the Radio Commission,
found on page 17. I want to ask how the amount appropri-
ated there, $119,000, was arrived at. I undersiand that the
appropriation is made on the basis of the idea that the com-
mission will be an appellate body, and unless legislation is
passed it will be an appellate body; but what I want to know
was how the amount of $119,000 was arrived at.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I take it that the House com-
mittee was fully advised as to all the facts, because they had full
hearings over there, and it was nothing with which the Senate
committee had to do.

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator want the information as to
every item?

Mr. DILL. I just wanted to know if that amount was
based on estimates from the cominission itself or whether it was
an estimate carried over from an old bill.

Mr. SMOOT. It is an estimate made through the Bureau of
the Budget. I suppose they got their information from the
Radio Commission. I have here the information as to the
number of employees, what they are paid, and the amount of
the appropriations., Every single item is covered here.

Mr. DILL. If the legislation pending to continue the orig-
inal jurisdiction of the commission should pass, they wonld
probably need an additional appropriation; but that would come
in a deficiency appropriation bill.

Mr. SMOOT. That would come in a deﬂciency approprintmn
bill ; yes.

Mr. DILL. I was wondering whether this was the amount
that had been requested by the commission.

Mr. SMOOT. It is the amount requested by the commission,
and not only that, but bv the Bureau of the Rudget.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, WARREN, I suggest the amendment which I send to the
desk.

The CHier CrLErx., On page 3, line 4, after the word * re-
pair,” to insert the words “and alteration,” and in line 10 to
strike out “$116,000” and to insert in lieu thereof “ $166,750,
which shall be immediately available.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WARREN, Mr. President, I move the adoption of the
amendment which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the amend-
ment,

The CHier Crerg. On page 3, line 10, insert a new para-
graph, as follows:

Purchase for the Executive Mansion of an oil portrait of Iresident
Coolldge, inecluding frame for same, to be expended as the President
may direct, $3,000, to be immediately available.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President,
authorized to correct the totals,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BLACK. . Mr. President, I offer the amendment which I
send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will state the amend-
ment.

The CHier CieErk. On page 39, line 21, to strike out
4 8350,000 " and substitute in lieu thereof “ $300,000.

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, it may be that the committee
will accept the amendment. If it should not, I want to state
the purpose of it

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, that is the same proposition
that was up before. It affects the attorneys of the Shipping
Board. The Senate passed upon that question before.

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator know that during the
year the Shipping Board has sold vast numbers of its ships,

I ask that the clerk be
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or, rather, has transferred them? I do not think there has
been much of a sile, because they did not receive any compen-
sation, and I regard compensation as necessary to a sale. They
have disposed of a very large number of ships, and it is claimed
the organization has been greatly lessened. They say they have
discharged a great many employees. Yet we are asked to
appropriate the same amount we appropriated last year. It
ought to be lessened.

Mr. SACKETT. Can the Senator say how many ships we
have sold and how many employees were discharged?

Mr. McKELLAR. I can not say. I was in General Dalton's
office the other day and, as I remember, he showed me at least
two pages, and perhaps three, containing the names and num-
bers of ships that had been sold.

Mr. SACKETT. In the last year?

Mr. McKELLAR. As I understood him, in the last year.
There were quite a large number of them, as shown on this
paper.

Mr. SACKETT. Can the Senator give any idea of the pro-
portion or number that are operated and owned?

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I can not. I just remember seeing
the list. In addition to that, T was told that they were dis-
charging employees all the time.

Mr. WARREN. There are a great many ships mentioned
as being sold, but very few have been sold. The newspapers
have told of bids, but the bids have not been accepted,

Mr. McKELLAR. I know a number of ships were sold to
the Dollar Line, a very large number of ships, and to a number
of other lines. I happened to be in his office and he showed me
the list of the ships that had been sold.

Mr. WARREN. As I understand the ‘Senator from Alabama,
he wishes to reduce the amount to $50,0007

Mr. BLACK. Yes.

Mr. WARREN. While I do not know about it, yet I am will-
ing to accept the amendment if the Senator understands that
when we get to conference we have to meet the views of the
other body in some fashion, either give or take. I remember
that last year the Senator differed guite materially from the
conference report when it came back and caused a considerable
delay. I hope the Senator, if we accept his amendment and do
the best in conference, will be ready to accept the conference
report.

Mr, BLACK. When the conferees reported last year, there.

was a tacit understanding that there would be a complete in-
vestigation made before the next appropriation bill came up. I
sent to the House for the hearings and found there had been
no hearings. I sent to the House for the hearings to learn if
possible upon what basis they reached the conclusion that the
appropriation should remain the same as before. I do not want
to delay the bill this year, and should like to have the sug-
gestion of the Senator, if he accepts the amendment, that a fair
and, as far as possible, an exhaustive investigation will be
made, because I am absolutely satisfied if such an investigation
were made the amount would be reduced.

Mr, WARREN. I am ready to accept the amendment,

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment which I ask may be read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read.

The CHier CLErRk. On page 23, line 3, strike out * $2,834,-
464 " and insert * $2,887,000.”

Mr. WARREN, DMr. President, I understand the amendment
offered by the Senator from Montana. It is with reference to
a matter that came before the committee and did not receive a
majority vote, although it was of a nature that is entirely all
right to be considered here. It was regularly budgeted and
asked for; in fact, the chief justice of the commission has been
before the committee, It means about a dozen field inspectors
and an increase of about $50,000, so I have no objection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Montana.

The amendment was agreed to.
mlleli; EVHEELER. That will necessitate another amendment

e 4.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The CaIEF CLERK. On page 23, line 4, strike out * $2,209,464 "
and insert “ $2,250,000.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I send to the desk an
amendment which I ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 39, line 6, insert the following:

No part of the sums appropriated in this act shall be used to
maintain the sea service bureau.
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Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I will state my understanding
of the proposed amendment. The place where it is indicated to
be inserted, on page 39, after the first paragraph, is not the
proper place for such an amendment. The amendment refers in
no way to that paragraph or to anything on that page. We had
no.Budget action behind it. No department has asked for it. I
think it is subject to a point of order on account of being legis-
lation on an appropriation bill. There is no appropriation in
the bill for anything named “sea service.” If it were payable
at all, it would be from some lump-sum appropriation that is
not designated, -

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator from Minnesota
wants to abolish the sea service bureau entirely, this is the way
to do it. There would be nothing to take its place in any legis-
]atiii)n. The Senate has voted upon this question time and time
again.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. And the Senator voted in favor of the
amendment twice,

Mr. SMOOT. I do not remember of ever having voted for it

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. It was agreed to by unanimous consent.

Mr. SMOOT. We may have let it go in by unanimous consent.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator from Wyoming
said that the sea service bureau is not appropriated for in terms.
How are the expenses of it paid if it is not appropriated for?

Mr. SMOOT. It is paid out of a lump-sum appropriation.

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course the amendment would be in
order under those circumstances,

Mr. SMOOT. All I want to say to the Senate is what I have
said before, that if the amendment is adopted we will have no
sea service and no one to render the services which are now
rendered by that bureau. The whole service would be de-
molished. This is not the way to accomplish the Senator’'s pur-
poge. Of course, if he wants to abolish the burean he shculd
introduce a bill and have it go through the regular course of
procedure and provide that it shall take effect upon a certain
date. That is the only way he can possibly do it without bring-
ing untold hardship and perhaps untold loss to the service.

: Mr. ?MCKELLAR. What is the service that the bureau per-
orms

Mr. SMOOT. They select the seamen to furnish our own
vessels with men. That is one of the functions they perform.
I hope the Senator will not even ask a vote on it.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I am very thankful to the Senator for his
advice. However, I shall address the Senate upon the subject
at length. I would like to have it go over until to-morrow.

Ml;. WARREN. Is the Senator ready to let it go to a vote
now

Mr., SHIPSTEAD. I am not sure how many Senators may
have the point of view of the Senator from Utah. I hope to
convince the Senator from Utah that he is mistaken,

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Utah has given a great deal
of attention to the matter. So far as I am personally concerned,
I am perfectly willing to do as we did a year ago—Ilet the item
go into the bill and let it go to conference. If the House agrees
to it, of course, it will stay there.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Is the chairman of the committee willing
to do that?

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Utah, who has just spoken,
will probably be one of the conferees, and if it meets with his
approval I am willing not to press the point of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment submitted by the Senator from Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there are no further amend-
ments to be proposed, the bill, as in Committee of the Whale,
will be reported to the Senate.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill
to be read a third time,

The bill was read the third time and passed.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr, CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened.

RECESS

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12
o'clock noon to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 5 o'clock and
15 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, Febru-
ary 1, 1929, at 12 o’clock meridian,

<
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CONCILIATION WITH THE EKINGDOM OF THE SERBS,
CROATS, AND SLOVENES

In executive session this day the following treaty was ratified
and, on motion of Mr. BoraH, the injunction of secrecy was
removed therefronr:
To the Benate: v

To the end that I may receive the advice and consent of the
Senate to its ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty of con-
ciliation between the United States and the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats, and Slpvenes, signed at Washington on January
21, 1929.

CAarviN CoOOLIDGE.
Tae WHiTE HoUsE, January 23, 1929.

The PRESIDENT :

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to lay
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to ratifi-
cation, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty of conciliation
between the United States and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats,
and Slovenes, signed at Washington, January 21, 1929,

Respectfully submitted.

Frank B. KELLOGG.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, January 23, 1929.

The President of the United States of America and His
Majesty the King of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, being de-
sirous to strengthen the bonds of amity that bind their two
countries together and also to advance the cause of general
peace, have resolved to enter into a treaty for that purpose, and
to that end have appointed as their plenipotentiaries:

The President of the United States of America :

Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, Secretary of State of the United
States of America; and

His Majesty the King of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes:

Mr. Bojidar Peuritch, Chargé d’Affaires ad interim of the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes at Washington ;

Who, after having communicated to each other their respec-
tive full powers, found to be in proper form, have agreed upon
and concluded the following articles:

ARTICLE I

Any disputes arising between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, of whatever nature they may be,
shall, when ordinary diplomatic proceedings have failed and!
the High Contracting Parties do not have recourse to adjudica-
tion by a competent tribunal, be submitted for investigation
and report to a permanent International Commission econstituted
in the manner prescribed in the next succeeding Article; and
the High Contracting Parties agree not to declare war or begin
hostilities during such investigation and before the report is
submitted.

ARTICLE 11

The International Commission shall be composed of five mem-
bers, to be appointed as follows: One member shall be chosen
from each country, by the Government thereof; one member
shall be chosen by each Government from some third country;
the fifth member shall be chosen by common agreement between
the two Governments, it being understood that he shall not be
a citizen of either country. The expenses of the Commission
shall be paid by the two Governments in equal proportions,

The International Commission shall be appointed within six
months after the exchange of ratifications of this treaty; and
vacancies ghall be filled according to the manner of the original
appointment.

ARTICLE IIL

In case the High Contracting Parties shall have failed te
adjust a dispute by diplomatic methods, and they do not have
recourse to adjudication by a competent tribunal, they shall at
once refer it to the International Commission for investigation
and report. The International Commission may, however, spon-
taneously by unanimous agreement offer its services to that
effect, and in such case it shall notify both Governments and
request their cooperation in the investigation.

The High Contracting Parties agree to furnish the Permanent
International Commission with all the means and facilities
required for its investigation and report.

The report of the Commission shall be completed within one
year ufter the date on which it shall declare its investigation
to have begun, unless the High Contracting Parties shall limit
or extend the time by mutual agreement. The report shall be
prepared in triplicate; one copy shall be presented to each
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(ﬁ}lovernment, and the third retained by the Commission for its
es,

The High Contracting Parties reserve the right to act inde-
pendently on the subject matter of the dispute after the report
of the Commission shall have been submitted.

ARTICLE IV

The present treaty shall be ratified by the President of the
United States of America by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate thereof, and by His Majesty the King of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes in accordance with the constitutional laws
of that Kingdom.

The ratifications shall be exchanged at Washington as soon as
possible, and the treaty shall take effect on the date of the
exchange of the ratifications. It shall thereafter remain in
force continuously unless and until terminated by one year's
wt;itten notice given by either High Contracting Party to the
other.

In faith whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed
this treaty in duplicate in the English and French languages,
both texts having equal force, and hereunto affixed their seals,

Done at Washington the twenty-first day of January in the
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-nine.

Frank B. KELLOGG [SEAL]
BoJsipAR POURITCH [SEAL]

ARBITRATION WITH THE KINGDOM OF THE SERBS,
CROATS, AND SLOVENES

In executive session this day the following treaty was ratified
and, on motion of Mr. Boram, the injunction of secrecy wuas
removed therefrom: =
To the Senate:

To the end that I may receive the advice and consent of the
Senate to its ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty of arbi-
tration between the United States and the Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, signed at Washington on January
21, 1929.

CaLvin CoOLIDGE.

Tar WHITE HoUBE, January 23, 1929,

The PRESIDENT :

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to
lay before the President, with a view to its transmission to the
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to rati-
fication, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty of arbitration
between the United States and the Kingdom, of the Serbs,
Croats, and Slovenes, signed at Washington January 21, 1929.

Respectfully submitted.

FraNg B. KELLOGG.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, January 23, 1929.

The President of the United States of America and His
Majesty the King of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes,

Determined to prevent so far as in their power lies any
interruption in the peaceful relations that have always existed
between the two nations;

Desirous of reaffirming their adherence to the policy of sub-
mitting to impartial decision all justiciable controversies that
may arise between them; and

Eager by their example not only to demonstrate their con-
demnation of war as an instrument of national policy in their
mutual relations, but also to hasten the time when the perfec-
tion of international arrangements for the pacific settlement of
international disputes shall have eliminated forever the possi-
bility of war among any of the Powers of the world;

Have decided to conclude a treaty of arbitration and for that
purpose they have appointed as their respective Plenipoten-
tiaries:

The President of the United States of America:

Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, Secretary of State of the United States
of America; and

His Majesty the King of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes:

Mr. Bojidar Pouritech, Chargé d'Affaires ad interim of the
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes at Washington ;

Who, having communicated to one another their full powers
found in good and due form, have agreed upon the following
articles :

ARTICLE I

All differences relating to international matters in which the
High Contracting Parties are concerned by virtue of a claim
of right made by one against the other under treaty or other-
wise, which it has not been possible to adjust by diplomacy,
which have not been adjusted as a result of reference to an ap-
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propriate commission of conciliation, and which are justiciable
in their nature by reason of being susceptible of decision by the
application of the principles of law or equity, shall be sub-
mitted to the Permanent Court of Arbitration established at
The Hague by the Convention of October 18, 1907, or to some
other competent tribunal, as shall be decided in each case by
special agreement, which special agreement shall provide for
the organization of such tribunal if necessary, define its powers,
state the question or guestions at issue, and settle the terms of
reference.

The special agreement in each case shall be made on the part
of the United States of America by the President of the United
States of America by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate thereof, and on the part of the Kingdom of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes in accordance with its constitutional laws.

ARTICLE I

The provisions of this treaty shall not be invoked in respect
of any dispute the subject matter of which

(a) is within the domestic jurisdiction of either of the High
Contracting Parties,

(b) involves the interests of third Parties,

(¢) depends upon or involves the maintenance of the tradi-
tional attitude of the United States concerning American ques-
tions, commonly described as the Monroe Doctrine,

(d) depends upon or involves the observance of the obliga-
tions of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes in
accordance with the Covenant of the League of Nations.

ARTICLE III

The present treaty shall be ratified by the President of the
United States of America by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate thereof and by His Majesty the King of the Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes in accordance with the constitutional laws
of that Kingdom.

The ratifications shall be exchanged at Washington as soon as
possible, and the treaty shall take effect on the date of the
exchange of the ratifications. It shall thereafter remain in
force continuously unless and until terminated by one year's
written notice given by either High Contracting Party to the
other.

In faith whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed
this treaty in duplicate in the English and French languages,
both texts having equal force, and hereunto affixed their seals.

Done at Washington the twenty-first day of January in the
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-nine.

Fravk B. Kernoae [sEAL]
Bosmar PouritcH  [SEAL]

CONCILIATION WITH BULGARIA

In executive session this day the following treaty was ratified
and, on motion of Mr. Boram, the injunction of secrecy was
removed therefrom :

To the Senate:

To the end that I may receive the advice and consent of the
Senate to its ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty of con-
ciliation between the United States and Bulgaria, signed at
Washington on January 21, 1929.

CarviN CooLIDGE.

Tae WaITE HoUsE, January 23, 1929,

The PRESIDENT :

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to lay
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to ratifi-
cation, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty of conciliation
between the United States and Bulgaria, signed at Washington
January 21, 1929,

Respectfully submitted.

Frank B. KrvLLoce.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, January 23, 1929.

The President of the United States of America and His
Majesty the King of the Bulgarians, being desirous to strengthen
the bonds of amity that bind their two countries together and
also to advance the cause of general peace, have resolved to
enter into a treaty for that purpose, and to that end have ap-
pointed as their Plenipotentiaries

The President of the United States of Ameriea:

Mr, Frank B. Kellogg, Secretary of State of the United States
of America; and

His Majesty the King of the Bulgarians:

Mr. Simeon Radeff, His Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary near the Government of the United States;
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Who, aftéer having communicated to each other their respec-
tive full powers, found to be in proper form, have agreed upon
and concluded the following articles:

ARTICLE I

Any disputes arising between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of Bulgaria, of whatever
nature they may be, shall, when ordinary diplomatic proceed-
ings have failed and the High Contracting Parties do not have
recourse to adjudication by a competent tribunal, be submitted
for investigation and report to a permanent International Com-
mission constituted in the manner preseribed in the next suc-
ceeding Article; and they agree not to declare war or begin
hostilities during such investigation and before the report is
submitted.

ARTICLE II

The International Commission shall be composed of five mem-
bers, to be appointed as follows: One member shall be chosen
from each country, by the Government thereof; one member
shall be chosen by each Government from some third country;
the fifth member shall be chosen by common agreement between
the two Governments, it being understood that he shall not he a
citizen of either country. The expenses of the Commission
shall be paid by the two Governments in equal proportions.

The International Commission shall be appointed within six
months after the exchange of ratifieations of this treaty; and
vacancies shall be filled according to the manner of the original
appointment,

ARTICLE 111

In case the High Contracting Parties shall have failed to ad-
just a dispute by diplomatic methods, and they do not have
recourse to adjudication by a competent tribunal, they shall
at once refer it to the International Commission for investiga-
tion and report. The International Commission may, however,
spontaneously by unanimous agreement offer its services to
that effect, and in such case it shall notify both Governments
and request their cooperation in the investigation.

The High Contracting Parties agree to furnish the Permanent
International Commission with all the means and facilities re-
quired for its investigation and report.

The report of the Commission shall be completed within one
year after the date on which it shall declare its investigation
to have begun, unless the High Contracting Parties shall limit
or extend the time by mutual agreement. The report shall be
prepared in triplicate; one copy shall be presented to each
Government, and the third retained by the Commission for its
files,

The High Contracting Parties reserve the right to act inde-
pendently on the subject matter of the dispute affer the report
of the Commission shall have been submitted.

ARTICLE IV

The present treaty shall be ratified by the President of the
United States of America by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate thereof, and by Bulgaria in accordance with its
constitutional laws.

The ratifications shall be exchanged at Washington as soon
as possible, and the treaty shall take effect on the date of the
exchange of the ratifications, It shall thereafter remain in
force continuously unless and until terminated by ome year's
written notice given by either High Contracting Party to the
other.

In faith whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed
this treaty in duplicate, and hereunto affixed their seals.

Done at Washington the twenty-first day of January in the
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-nine.

Frang B. Kernroee [BrAL]
8. RADEFF [sEAL]

ARBITRATION WITH BULGARIA

I executive session this day the following treaty was ratified
and, on motion of Mr. BorAn, the injunction of secrecy was
removed therefrom:

To the Senate:

To the end that I may receive the advice and consent of the
Senate to its ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty of arbi-
tration between the United States and Bulgaria, signed at
Washington on January 21, 1929,

CaLviN COOLIDGE.

Tre WaHITE HOoUSE, January 23, 1929,

The PRESIDENT :

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to lay
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to ratifi-
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cation, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty of arbitration
between the United States and Bulgaria, signed at YWashington
January 21, 1929,

Respectfully submitted.

FraNk B, KELLOGG.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,

Washington, January 23, 1929,

The President of the United States of America and His
Majesty the King of the Bulgarians,

Determined to prevent so far as in their power lies any in-
terruption in the peaceful relations now happily exlstlng be-
tween the two nations;

Desirous of reaﬂ:rming their adherence to the policy of sub-
mitting to impartial decision all justiciable controversies that
may arise between them; and

Eager by their exa_mple not only to demonstrate their con-
demnation of war as an instrnment of national policy in their
muinal relations, but also to hasten the time when the per-
fection of international arrangements for the pacific settlement
of international disputes shall have eliminated forever the possi-
bility of war among any of the Powers of the world;

IHave decided to conclude a treaty of arbitration and for that
purpose they have appointed as their respective Plenipotentiaries

The President of the United States of America:

Mr. Frank B. Kellogg, Secretary of State of the United States
of America; and

His Majesty the King of the Bulgarians:

Mr. Simeon Radeff, His Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary near the Government of the United States;

Who, having communicated to each other their full powers
found in good and due form, have agreed upon the following
articles:

ARTICLE I

All differences relating to international matters in which the
High Contracting Parties are concerned by virtue of a claim of
right made by one against the other under treaty or otherwise,
which it has not been possible to adjust by diplomacy, which
have not been adjusted as a result of reference to an appro-
priate commission of conciliation, and which are justiciable in
their nature by reason of being susceptible of decision by the
application of the principles of law or equity, shall be sub-
mitted to the Permanent Court of Arbitration established at
The Hague by the Convention of October 18, 1907, or to some
other competent tribunal, as shall be decided in each case by
special agreement, which special agreement shall provide for
the organization of such tribunal, if necessary, define its powers,
state the guestion or questions at issue, and settle the terms
of reference.

The special agreement in each case shall be made on the
part of the United States of America by the President of the
United States of America by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate thereof, and on the part of Bulgaria in accord-
ance with its constitutional laws.

ARTICLE II

The provisions ‘of this treaty shall not be invoked in respect
of any dispute the subject matter of which

(a) is within the domestic jurisdiction of either of the High
Contracting Parties,

(b) involves the interests of third Parties.

(¢) depends upon or involves the maintenance of the tradi-
tional attitude of the United States concerning American ques-
tions, commonly described as the Monroe Doctrine,

(d) depends upon or involves the observance of the obliga-
tions of Bulgaria in accordance with the Covenant of the League
of Nations.

ARTICLE II1

The present treaty shall be ratified by the President of the
United States of America by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate thereof and by Bulgaria in accordance with its
constitutional laws.

The ratifications shall be exchanged at Washington as soon
as possible, and the treaty shall take effect on the date of the
exchange of the ratifications, It shall thereafter remain in
force continuously unless and until terminated by one year's
written notice given by either High Contracting Party to the
other.

In faith whereof the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed
this treaty in duplicate and hereunto affixed their seals.

Done at Washington the twenty-first day of January in the
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred and twenty-nine.

Frank B. KeLroac [SEAL]
S. Raperr [sEAL]
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NOMINATIONS
Erecutive nominations received by the Senate January 31, 1929
CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

Walter J. Wilde, of Milwaukee, Wis., to be collector of cus-
toms for customs collection district No. 37, with headguarters
at Milwaukee, Wis. (Reappointment.)
: Jupge or DistricT COURT

James J. Lenihan, of Iowa, for appointment as judge of the
District Court of the Canal Zone, provided for by the Panama
Canal act, approved August 24, 1912, as anrended.

APPOINTMENT, BY TRANSFER, IN THE IRREGULAR ARMY
ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT

Capt. Ernest Cleveland Bomar, Coast Artillery Corps (detailed

in Ordnance Department), with rank from July 1, 1920.
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY
VETERINARY CORPS
To be colonels

Lieut. Col. William Adalbert Sproule, Veterinary Corps, from
January 27, 1929.

Lieut. Col. Walter Fraser, Veterinary Corps, from January
29, 1929.

UNITED STATES NAVAL RESERVE

Lieut. Ross F. Collins, United States Naval Reserve, to be a
lientenant commander, United States Naval Reserve, to rank
next after Julian L. Woodrnff.

POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA

James W. Snipes to be postmaster at Florala, Ala., in place
of J. W. Snipes. Incumbent’s commission expired January 27,
1929

Elizabeth H. Siddall to be postmaster at Girard, Ala., in place
of J. K. Siddall, resigned.

Sister M. Loreta to be postmaster at Holy Trinity, Ala., in
place of Sister M. Loreta. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 27, 1929.

Allen R. Byrd to be postmaster at Luverne, Ala., in place of
A. R. Byrd. Incumbent's commission expired March 1, 1927.

_ Jesse D. Newton to be postmaster at Odenville, Ala,, in place
of J. D. Newton, Incumbent’'s commission expired Jnnuur)- 27,
1929.

John F. Morton to be postmaster at Tuscaloosa, Ala., in place
of J. F. Morton. Incumbent’s commission expires February 9,
1929,

Evelyn E. Morgan to be postmaster at Uniontown, Ala., in
place of H. H. Morgan. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu-
ary 27, 1929.

ARKANSAS

Pearl Knod to be postmaster at Gillham, Ark., in place of
Pearl Knod. Incumbent’s commission expires February 10,
1929,

Estelle Baynham to be postmaster at Success, Ark., in place
of Estelle Baynham. Incumbent's commission expires Febru-
ary 10, 1929,

CALIFORNIA

Wesley A. Hill to be postmaster at Eureka, Calif., in place of
W. A. Hill. Incumbent’'s commission expired March 7, 1928.

Edna M. Sheridan to be postmaster at Monte Rio, Calif., in
place of E. M. Sheridan. Incumbent’s commission expired De-
cember 17, 1928,

William R. Cregar to be postmaster at Oceanside, Calif., in
place of W. M. Whitney, removed.

CONNECTICUT

Fred T. Koehler to be postmaster at Windsor Locks, Conn., in
place of F. T. Koehler. Incumbent’s commission expires Feb-
ruary 10, 1929,

GEORGIA

Josie M. Crawford to be postmaster at Dalton, Ga., in place
of J. M. Crawford. Incumbent's commission expires February
10, 1929,

IDAHO

Eudora D. Blood to be postmaster at Dover, Idaho, in place of
E. D. Blood. Incumbent's commission expires February 9,
1929,

ILLINOIS

Eva B. Perryman to be postmaster at Cowden, IlL, in place
of L. H. Perryman, resigned.

Nathan T. Lawrence to be postmaster at Dongola, IlL, in
place of J. F. Armentrout. Incumbent’s commission expired
June 6, 1928.




1929

¥red Rohrer to be postmaster at Berme, Ind., in place of
Menno Burkhalter, resigned.

Floyd Coomler to be postmaster at Lagro, Ind., in place of
Floyd Coomler. Incumbent's commission expires February 10,
1929.

LOUISIANA

Jason Taylor to be postmaster at Newellton, La., in place of
A. B. Netterville, Incumbent’s commission expired May 12,
1928,

MINNESOTA

Edwin O. Benthagen to be postmaster at Borup, Minn, Office
became presidential July 1, 1928,

Kidzabeth C. Bahr to be postmaster at Waeconia, Minn,, in
place of A. J. Philippy, removed.

MISSISSIPPT

James M. Thames to be postmaster at Decatur, Miss,, in place
of R. F. McMullan, removed.
. MISSOURI

Ira E. Knight to be postmaster at Conway, Mo, in place of
I. E. Knight. Incumbent’s commission expires February 7. 1929.

Bert G. Bottorif to be postmaster at New London, Mo., in place
of Henry Dodge, deceased.

NEW MEXICO

George A. Titsworth to be postmaster at Capitan, N. Mex,, in
place of G. A. Titsworth. Incumbent’s commission expires Feb-
ruary 10, 1929,

NEW YORK

Bertha Howland to be postmaster at Lisle, N. Y., in place of
Bertha Howland. Incumbent’s commission expires February 10,
1929.

NORTH CAROLINA

Miles 8. Elliott to be postmaster at Edenton, N. C., in place of
M. S. Elliott, Incumbent's commission expires February 11,
1929.

A. Irvin Jolley to be postmaster at Mooresboro, N. C,, in place
of A. H. Greene, resigned.

OKLAHOMA

Jacob B. Sample to be postmaster at Bixby, Okla,, in place of
A. J. Brown, removed.

Bernard H. Buchananu to be postmaster at Collinsville, Okla.,
in place of B. H. Buchanan. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 16, 1928,

Joseph T. Dillard to be postmaster at Waurika, Okla., in place
of J. T. Dillard. Incumbent’'s commission expires February 9,
1929.

PENNSYLVANTA

Jennie 8. Curren to be postmaster at Gordon, Pa., in place of
J. 8. Curren. Incumbent’s commission expired December 16,
1928,

David R. Whitehill to be postmaster at Strattanville, Pa., in
place of D. R. Whitehill. Incumbent’s commission expires
February 9, 1929,

Eleanor Niland to be postmaster at West Brownsville, Pa., in
place of M. E. Tunney, resigned.

BOUTH CAROLINA

John C. Jones to be postmaster at Allendale, 8. C,, in place of
B. F. Foreman, removed.

Mack M. Stewart to be postmaster at Winnsboro, 8. C, in
place of M. M. Stewart. Incumbent's commission expired Janu-
ary 9, 1928,

TEN NESSEE

Matthew C., Bratten to be postmaster at Liberty, Tenn., in
place of M. C. Bratten. Incumbent's commission expired Janu-
ary 6, 1929.

TEXAS

Connie Stewart to be postmaster at New Waverly, Tex., in
place of Connie Stewart. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 24, 1928

Olive L. Adams to be postmaster at Olden, Tex., in place of
Victoria Vermillion, resigned.

Ruth M. Fuqua to be postmaster at Pelly, Tex., Office became
presidential January 1, 1929,

YIEGINIA
Charles E. Bevins to be postmaster at Coeburn, Va., in place
of C. W, Kilgore, resigned.

James T. Reely to be postmaster at Middletown, Va., in place
of B. B. Parker, deceased.
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James B. Robertson to be postmaster at Kettle Falls, Wash.,
in place of E. C. Campbell, resigned.
WISCONSIN

George F, Kimball to be postmaster at Janesville, Wis,, in
place of A. E. Matheson, resigned.

CONFIRMATIONS
Ezecutive nomiénations confirmed by the Senate January 31, 1929
Juneg oF Circuit COURT
Harrie Brigham Chase to be eircuit judge, second circuit.
URITED STATES ATTORNEY
Wilfred J. Mahon to be United States attorney, northern dis-
trict of Ohio.
POSTMASTERS
ARIZONA
Ruth L. Diamond, Seligman.
GEORGIA

L'Bertie Rushing, Glennville.
Henry C. Hays, Mansfield.

HAWAII
. Frederick W. Carter, Waialua.
KENTUCKY

Katie B. King, Adairville.
Robert H. Middleton, Buffalo,
George W. Van Arsdall, Burgin.
Henry T. Short, Calhoun.

Maud McClure, Eubank.

Virgil A. Matthews, Fordsville,
Egbert V. Taylor, Greensburg.
Elmer Castle, Himlerville.

John A. Wisner, Kingswood.
Allen D, Thomson, Kuttawa.
William Riece, Manchester.
John P. Graham, New Haven.
Mack M. Noel, Outwood.
Cameron F. Dunbar, Russell Springs.
Stace W. Poole, Sebree.
Mabelle Sharp, Sharpshurg.
John E. Perkinsg, Whitley City.

MARYLAND
Louis H. Wise, Mechanicsville.
MICHIGAN

Harvey W. Raymond, Baraga.
Herbert G. Whitehead, Byron.
Claunde B. Hoffmaster, Hopkins,
William J. Newton, Marysville.
Eugene W. Shober, Pentwater.

MISSOURI
Irene Shibley, Gorin.
Lonnie W. Hoover, Princeton.
Ralph W. Day, Summersville,

NEBRASEA

Mamie Mathews, Marsland.
Helen L. Pavlik, Weston.

OREGON
Karl R. Chapman, Reedsport.
PENNSYLVANIA

Grace Baker, Claysburg.
George L. Goodhart, Dayton.

TEXAB
Della Gordon, Arp.
Fay Richardson, Asherton.
Charles P. J. Ledwidge, Beaumont,
I.ee M. Feagin, Colmesneil.
Theodore B. Newman, Fairfield.
Lottie H. Rector, McCaulley,
Cletus Dunham, Quitaque.

WIBCONSBIN

Eugene S. Tradewell, Antigo.

Miles M. Shepard, De Pere.

James J. Stoveken, Pembine.

George F. Fiedler, Seymour.

Magnus Magnusson, Washington Island.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuurspAY, January 31, 1929

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered
the following prayer:

O Father of us all, the great world, which has become so
endeared to us and which touches us on every side, is Thy
world. Its streams of tendency flow around about the throne
of omnipotence., Thy faithfuliess is unto all generations, and
the old earth has never been false to Thee. We have an ally
in every star that shines and in every planet that moves. A
sense of reproach is with us and we turn our faces earthward,
for disturbance and confusion are from man, Pity us in
our weakness and forgive us, Oh, kindle the hidden fires on
the altars of our souls and let the heavenly virtues grow in the
fullness of their bloom. May the wide sweep of duty be com-
passed by irresistible resolution and triumphantly borne where
wisdom, knowledge, and faith are in full possession. In the
name of Jesus. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr., Craven, its principal
clerk, announced that the Senate had passed without amend-
ment bills and joint resolution of the House of the following
titles:

H. R. 6864. An act to authorize the Postmaster General to re-
quire steamship companies to carry the mail when tendered;

H.R.13414. An act to amend section 1396 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States relative to the appointment of
chaplains in the Navy;

H. R.13507. An act to amend section 3 of Public Act No. 230
(37 Stat. L. 194) ; and

H. J. Res. 340. Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of
the Treasury to cooperate with the other relief ereditor govern-
ments in making it possible for Austria to float a loan in order
to obtain funds for the furtherance of its reconstruction program
and to conclude an agreement for the settlement of the in-
debtedness of Austria to the United States.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendments, in which the concurrence of the House is re-
quested, a bill of the House of the following title:

H.R.15386. An act making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bills
of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the House is
requested :

8.1513. An act granting travel pay and other allowances to
certain soldiers of the Spanish-American War and the Philippine
insurrection who were discharged in the Philippines;

8.3002. An act for the relief of Mina Bintliff;

S.4604. An act for the relief of James L. McCulloch ; and

S.4736. An act for the repeal of the provisions in section 2
of the river and harbor act approved Marech 3, 1925, for the re-
moval of a dam at Grand Rapids, on the Wabash River, IlL
and Ind.

RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS

Mr. ENGLAND., Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of river and
harbor improvements.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia asks
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the ReEcorp on the
subject of river and harbor improvements, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. ENGLAND. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, in
my judgment one of the most, if not the most, important bills
now pending on the House Calendar is the rivers and harbors
improvement bill, which by all means should be enacted into
law before the adjournment of this session of Congress. If
farm legislation is not taken up and disposed of at the present
session, there no doubt will be an extraordinary session shortly
after the adjournment of this session for the purpose of enact-
ing farm legislation.

President-elect Hoover pointed out in his campaign for the
Presidency three methods of giving aid to the farmers:

"~ TFirst. The passage of a law providing the necessary ma-
chinery for the marketing of farm products;

Second. A revision of the tariff; and

Third. The improvement of the rivers and harbors of the
country.

In the event the rivers and harbors bill is not taken up for
consideration at the present session of Congress, it should with-
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out question be considered as a part of the farm-relief pro-
gram at the extra session. The President said in his message:

River and harbor work ordered by the Congress not yet completed
will cost about $243,000,000, besides the hundreds of millions to be
spent on the Mississippi flood way.

Until we can see our way out of this expense, no further river and
harbor legislation should be passed, as expenditures to put it into effect
would be four or five years away.

The authorized river and harbor work not completed prior
to the act of September 22, 1922, was greater than at the pres-
ent time, yet this fact did not prevent the Congress from passing
the act of 1922, and the authorized rivers and harbors improve-
ments not yet completed prior to the act of January 21, 1927,
was greater than at the present time, and this fact did not pre-
vent the passage of the 1927 act.

In the light of this legislative river and harbor history I feel
that no good reason can be offered against the passage of the

ent bill, embracing improvements, the estimated cost of
which is only $48,435,415.75.

This is one of the most important river and harbor improve-
ment bills ever before the Congress and its passage should not
be delayed. Again, the Government’s annual expenditures for
highways is approximately $100,000,000, and I am sure I would
not want to see this expenditure curtailed, but on the other
hand increased.

The annual expenditure for river and harbor improvements
to afford better transportation facilities is less than half this
amount. The river and harbor work is of such vast importance
to the commerce of the country and our national prosperity, the
completion of same should be had at the earliest possible time.

I desire also to include as a part of my remarks a speech of
Mr, Ernest M, Merrill, an expert engineer and president of the
Great Kanawha Valley Improvement Association, delivered Jan-
uary 8, 1929, before the transportation committee of the
Charleston Chamber of Commerce, which is as follows:

OPENING THE DOOR

It is always a pleasure to talk about a subject in which one is deeply
and enthusiastieally interested, and your secretary has assigned me such
a subject to-night in asking me to talk to you along the lines of river
transportation. . I am going to select as the theme for my talk to you
the simple act of * opening the door,” and I am not just going to give
you a peep at the picture I see unfolded, but I am going to give you,
as I see it, a good look.

Opening a door presupposes a great many things. For instance, open-
ing the door permits us to let people in and also permits us to let
people out. It presupposes that there is an inside and that there is an
outside, Our Great Kanawha River is just such a door. Its standardi-
zation will let us out and let the other fellow in, and will give us access
to the great system of inland waterways now nearing completion and
will open our valley to the inflow of commodities from this great sys-
tem and the territory served by it.

The Great Kanawha Valley Improvement Association is an organiza-
tion of all the chambers of commerce, several of the service clubs, the
three great coal operators’ assoclations, and practically all of the major
industrial companies located in or adjacent to the wvalley. It holds
memberships in and is represented among the officers and directors of
the three great river improvement associations, namely, the Ohio River
Improvement Association, the Mississippl Valley Association, and the
National Rivers and Harbors Congress. In addition to furnishing and
assisting in any way it can the improvement of the Great Kanawha
River and the inland waterways system generally, it tries to live np to
the aims of the 8t. Louis Chamber of Commeree as explained to the
Mississippi Valley Association at its last convention in 8t. Louis. That
is, “ We aim to please.”

This association Is the outgrowth of a river committee of the Charles-
ton Chamber of Commerce, appointed by Past President John T. Morgan
in 1926, It is, therefore, a child of your organization, and its able
and efficient secretary is also your able and efficient secretary. There
is 100 per cent cooperation between the two organizations, but the river
association performs certain functions which could not be as effectively
performed by a chamber of commerce, which i3 pecessarily regarded as
a local institution. The association has always enjoyed ample support
throughout the valley, although it spends comparatively little money,
since the members themselves do the great bulk of the work., In addi-
tion to promoting the improvement program and holding representation
in the overhead organizations, the association, through its river com-
mittee, headed by Mr. George E. Sutherland, represents the navigation
interests in all navigation matters, such as bridge permits, channel
changes, and river maintenance and operation. This service is always
substantial and at times even burdensome. So much for our association,

I want to try first of all to show you through my own eéyes what a
tremendous thing it is we are opening our doors to when we shall have
completed our standard facllity on this great Kanawha River. There
are two major aspects to this great proposition, namely, the overseus or
world aspect and the domestic or home aspect.
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I have here a map showing Decatur's projection of the world, with
the New York meridian laid down as the center line. You will note the
location of New York, New Orleans, San Francisco, Seattle, and Charles-
ton first, and the relation of the Mississippi River, extending from the
Canadian borders to the Gulf, and from thence to world markets via its
port of entry, New Orleans. You will also note that Valparaiso, Iqueque,
and the west coast of South Ameriea are all practically due south of
New York, while the east coast is practically equidistant from New York
and Liverpool, there being a difference of less than a day's sailing time
between the American and English ports to Buenos Aires or Montevideo,
Again you will note the relation of the Panama Canal and the English
canal at Suez. These two canals control the competitive trade routes
from Europe and America to the Orient.

Coal, its quality and its cost at the canal, is the controlling factor
in the mind of the vessel owner in choosing between these routes. To
give our Panama Canal the superlative coals of the great Kanawha
Valley at a minimum cost is, therefore, to perform a great national
gervice, Why did Mr. Hoover go to South America? The answer is
gimple. According to the yearbook of the Department of Commerce
for 1926, we find that Latin America is our third largest customer
among the world groups, but even more significant than that, we find
that while our volunre of trade with Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Peru
increased 140 per cent between 1913 and 1928, our trade with France,
Germany, ITtaly, and the United Kingdom only increased 66 per cent.
Who wouldn't nurse a customer like that?

To reach thls customer via cheap water transporiation not only in-
sures to him a lower freight rate and better service but insures to us
ever-increasing markets for our national surpluses. Further study of
this map will reveal to you just how vital it is and of what tremendous
world import that the Mississippl Valley with her mines, mills, fac-
tories, and vast agrienltural productivity should reach tidewater at
New Orleans at a minimum of transportation cost. I will not take
your time to develop this world aspeet further, but will ask you to
turn your attention to this map of the United States.

1 want to call your attention first to the relative location of Boston,
New York, Charleston, Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, Chicago, St. Louis,
Duluth, Kaneas City, Omaha, Tulsa, New Orleans, S8an Francisco, and
Beattle,

I bhave shown in red the broad boundaries of the Mississippi Valley
confined on the west by the snow-capped Rockles, on the east by the
beautiful low-lying Alleghenies, on the north by the Great Lakes, and
on the south by the Gulf of Mexico. God's own garden made and
dedicated to the greatest people on earth. Her mountain slopes yield
in abundant measure ail of the metals known or useful to man. Her
valleys and prairies yield every vegetable, fruit, or grain known or
nseful to man, Her climate is best adapted to man at his best and to
his needs. Her people are the sturdy stock of the hardy ploneers of
Jyesterday. Bhe is governed by the greatest system of government the
waorld bas ever known. She Is capable of maintaining in comfort and
luxury a population of 850,000,000 people.

I have shown in blue the great system of inland waterways it is pro-
posed to construct for the comfort and convenience and economic health
of this great inland empire. Here is the Mississippi extending from the
Twin Cities to New Orleans. Here is the Missouri extending from St.
Louis to the Saw Tooth Mountains and flowing six times as many foot-
geconds of water 2,500 miles above St. Louis as flows in the Ohio at
Pittsburgh. Here is the Illinois River carrying the 9-foot stage into
the Great Lakes, and here is the proposed St. Lawrence outlet via the
Great Lakes to the Atlantic. The southland has caught the vision and
here is the intercoastal canal, a sheltered inland route for river equip-
ment without transfer into ocean-going vessels, from New Orleans to
Galveston and Corpus Christi, Tex., and ultimately to the Rio Grande.
Or, turning east from New Orleans to Pensacola, Fla.,, or at Mobile,
turning up the Warrior River to Birminghamport, Ala. And last, but
not least, our own Ohio with its great tributaries, the Monongahela,
the Allegheny, the Muskingum, Great Kanawha, Tennessee, and Cum-
berland. This system includes 70 projects aggregating 13,394.42 miles
already approved and under construction at a cost of $548,399 717, of
which all but $96,129.500, the cost of two first-class battleships, is
already spent, and it Is estimated that the balance will be completed in
terms ranging from one to three years. The Ohlo will be finished early
next spring and ready for trafic. Our own little 95 miles at a cost of
perhaps $6,000,000 doesn't look very big beside these figures.

Up here are north and south and east and west lines drawn throogh
Kansag City. In the territory lying north and west of these lines is
the great agricultural empire of the Northwest. Take away the agri-
cultural products of this area and annual farm surpluses would disap-
pear and we would be compelled to purchase overseas sufficient food to
gustain us. It is from this area that the great wail for farm relief
originates.

Isolated and many times more distant from the coast and domestic
markets, cheap transportation is the only answer for this great domain,
Population is dwindling, farms are being abandoned, distress and dis-
content are dominant. Cheap river transportation down the Mississippl
for export, aecross the Great Lakes to our vwn clamoring markets, up
the Ohlo to the Great Kanawha Valley and Lhe Allegheny and Monon-
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gahela; that is the answer, and the leaders of these communities are
demanding and orging it.

Up here are the great fron ranges and copper mines of the Lake
Superior region. Great areas of this ore ean be loaded into river
equipment at the head of navigation on the Migsissippi as cheaply as
it can be loaded on lake equipment at the Lake Superior ports, It
can then be floated down the river at a minimum of transportation
cost.

Over here we have the great Appalachian coal fields with our own
Great Kanawha Valley in the very midst of it and possessing the
only coals anywhere in the country peculiarly and exactly adapted to
a diversified metallurgical industry.

Our coals and these ores must be brought together to produce iron
and steel, the basic products of the age. Our coal can and will be
floated down the Ohio to meet these ores and a great new steel center
will result, based on a minimum transportation cost of the raw ma-
terials plus minimum transportation cost to the ultimate consumer,
not only because of a cheap river tramsportation, but because of its
location at the center of population of the entire Nation.

Coal barges from the Kanawha Valley returning filled with the agri-
cultural products of the Missouri. Agricultural barges from the Mis-
souri returning to the Northwest filled with eoal from the Great
Kanawha. Ore barges from the Mesali ranges returning to the Twin
Cities filled with coal from the Great Kanawha. Coal to the Dakotas,
coal via the Illinois to the Great Lakes, coal to 8t. Louls, coal to New
Orleans, Texas, and the Panama. Vast new markets, vast new indus-
tries based on cheap coal and cheap raw materials and cheap river trans-
portation. T could continue along this line indefinitely, but again time
will not permit.

What -assurance then have we that this project will fulfill the vision
of its promoters and really perform the service of bulk transportntion
cheaper and better than the railroads?

First of all, during the past 25 years our transportation via the rails
has increased from 114,000,000,000 ton-miles to 444, 000,000,000 ton-
miles. That is substantially 400 per cent. Saturation point was
reached and passed during the World War, and our railroads broke
down. Is it safe to assume that the rails ean continue to expand suffi-
ciently to care for the ever-increasing needs during the next 25 years?
Again, cost of rail transportation has inereased almost as rapidly as
volume has increased. Twenty-five years ago our coal cost was 65
cents a ton into Cincinnati, To-day it costs us $1.79, or an advance of
substantially 300 per cent. It is rail rates and not mine costs which
have let the substitutes for coal win away the markets from our valley.
A new, cheap system of transport for bulk commodities is the erylng
need of industry to-day.

Again, Europe has tried out river transportation. Our ever-function-
ing Department of Commerce has thoroughly investigated the European
waterwnys, and here are one or two of the vital items which they give

¢ “The network of railways in Belgium is the densest in the world,
betng 85 miles of railway per 100 square miles, and 14 ‘miles or
navigable waterways per 100 square miles.” The Mississlppi system of
waterways when complete will equal about three-tenths of a mile for
100 square miles, or one forty-second as much as Belglum. Mr. Norman
F. Titus, of the Commerce Department, says: “A reason for the Belgium
waterway development is found in the following: As a typical freight
movement on a shipment of 100 kilometers (220 pounds) from Rotterdam
to Groninger, a distance of 225 kilometers (140 miles)—

“ Express rail, $2.50, delivered in one day.

* Ordinary rail, $1.20, delivered in five or six days.

“ Water, $0.30, delivered in three days.”

Mr. Titus further reports that “ the Department of Commerce files
disclose in 1927, on an average movement of 225 miles on the Rhine,
the lowest monthly charge on coal was in May, 15 cents a ton, and in
December, 29 cents a ton. Obviously similar cheap transportation in
the United States would have a tremendous effect upon our industrial
and agricultural development.”

The distance from Charleston to Cineinnati via the river is 225 miles,
and via the rails 211 miles.

Mr. Herbert Hoover, writing in the November, 1928, issue of Na-
tional Inland Waterways, says, in part:

“True conservation is to get our water at work. There are impera-
tive reasons for it. Before expiration of the years required in major
construction, we shall need more food supplies than our present lands
will afford. To-day there are many distortions in the agrienlture indus-
try due to the unnecessary increases in freight rates from the war,
which ean be greatly cured by the conversion of our inland waterways
into real connected transportation systems. It is demonstrated by
actual rates current to-day that we can carry 1,000 bushels of wheat
1,000 miles upon lake and ocean steamers for $20 to $30, on modern
river barges for $60 to $70 as against $150 to $200 by rail. There will
be urgent demand for more and more hydroelectric power as the sure
base of our great interconnected power systems. Our population will in-
crease by 40,000,000 in the next quarter of a century. If we are to pre-
serve the standards of living and increase the comfort of the average
family, we must place in use every resource we have; our race with the
Malthusean theory can be won by such development.”
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Speaking at the 8t. T.ouls convention of the Mississippi Valley Associ-
ation In 8t. Louls last year—1928—Maj. Gen. T. Q. Ashburn, in charge
of the Federal Barge Line, the Government-owned and operated barge-
line facility operating between the Twin Cities and New Orleans, gave
the following résumé of actual and comparative costs in the Federal
Barge Line for the first 10 months of 1928. These figures were after-
wards referred to and approved by Secretary of War Dwight F. Davis.
They stand out because they are actual operating, rather than estimated
possible results.

General Ashburn stated that the auditors of the barge line had
made a study of the actual cost of transport via lake vessels for the
current season and found it to average, on bulk commodities, slightly
less than 1 mill per ton-mile as against rail costs on similar move-
ments ranging from 9 mills to 12 mills per ton-mile while the barge
line costs on total Mississippl River movement for the first 10 months
of 1028 had been three and ninety-two one-hundredths mills per ton-
mile. The general stated that as a better balance between up river and
down river movement is developed Im expects to cut this cost sub-
stantially.

Lake vessel tonnage costs from $65 to $80 per cargo ton, railway
equipment costs about $200 per ton, and modern, standard steel river
equipment costs from $25 to $30 per cargo ton.

I could multiply this data indefinitely, but I think this should be
enough to convinee you that there is a large fundamental ecomomy in
cost as between river and rail transport in favor of the rivers.

I think, before leaving the subject, I should eall your attention to a
further broad difference between the rails and the river, which is this:
Were the Pennsylvania Rallway to decide to enter the valley with a
branch line of its great system, that would only be one new transpor-
tation system, whereas, because the rivers are just highways open to
all, the standardization of our river will be the equivalent to the open-
ing up of an indefinite number of transportation systems and the bene-
fits will be proportionately greater,

I would like to take time to tell you of the great political organi-
zation which has been built up around this movement, or show you
soma of the rapidly increasing tonnage figures which are developing
even though the system is still incomplete and disjointed, or tell you of
actual results obtained by such shippers as Jones & Laughlin or Car-
negie Steel Co., but time will not permit. I will content myself with
two illustrations only.

The Carnegie Steel Co. operates the Clairton by-product plant at
Clairton, on the Monongahela River.  Mr. Orchard, the trafic manager
of the steel company, told us on the river Inspection trip up the Mo-
nongahela by the Ohio Valley Association last October that this plant
consumes over 50,000 tons of coal a day, all of which comes in by
river at a cost of 14 cents per ton, as against a rail rate of $1.18, or a
saving of $1.04 per ton on 30,000 tons of coal per day.

The other instance is the steel tows going down the river from Pitts-
burgh to Memphis, which save the steel companies an average of
$100,000 per tow. Jones & Laughlin just started their thirty-eighth
tow down the river last week. These tows range from 12,000 to 14,000
tons of finished steel products per tow.

And go opening the Great Kanawha doorway will bring us out and
into this magnificent system of inland waterways from which we are
now separated by less than 100 miles of shallow water.

Now, let us spend just a moment on the other aspect of the propo-
sition; that is, what we ourselves have to give and to attract industry
to us. I could spend longer on this phase than I have the other, but
time does not permit.

Our association has taken the position, and successfully sustained it,
that of all the territory located alongside or adjacent to the inland
waterways eystem we have more actual and potential tonnage per
linear mile to give to the rivers than any other similar area. Major
General Jadwin, Chief of the United States Englneers, expressed it as
being his opinion, In his report to the Congress of the United States,
that the Great Kanawha River would eventually develop as great a
river tonnage as the Monongahela, and, gentlemen, the Monongahela
actually handled over 25,000,000 tong in 1927, as against the Suez
Canal 24,000,000 and the Panama Canal 26,000,000,

With 18,000,000,000 tons of superlative metallurgical coal in the
hill, actual production of over 3,000,000 barrels of high-grade petro-
leum, 6,000,000,000 cubic feet of natural gas per annnm, unlimited
guantities of salt brine, kaolin, glass sand, virgin timber, and vast unde-
veloped water power, God has given to us such a valley as exists no-
where else on earth., With our coal, oil, gas, timber, and glass indus-
tries already developed and the ever-widening fame of our expanding
chemieal industry promising immediate and further expansions, General
Jadwin has ample grounds for his high opinion of the prospects for
future tonnage in our river,

I hope Mr. Puffer will some time tell you of our relation to the great
program of national defense and the conclusions reached by two great
boards of Federal investigntors, one group of whom selected Nitro for
the smokeless-powder plant and the other Soith Charleston for the
naval ordnance plant. This valley bids fair to become the national base

of military supplies when the mext great war comes to us, as it inevi-
tably will.
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I desire to also include as a part of my remarks, a resolution
passed by the West Virginia Legislature on January 28, 1929,
urging rapid completion of the impmvement of the Great
Kanawha River, which reads as follows :
Engrossed senate joint resolution 10 (by Mr.

appropriations for the

Rivers

Whereas there is now pending before the National Congress the so-
called rivers and harbors act providing for appropriations for impor-
tant improvements of the Ohlo and Great Kanawha Rivers; and

Whereas the appropriation for the Ohio River will bring to comple-
tion the lock and dam system, long sought by the western border of this
State, and to the tributaries thereto; and

Whereas the proposed improvement to the Great Kanawha River
will afford great relief to the coal industry of southern West Virginia,
and will contribute another means of transporiation to the great chemi-
cal plants located in the Kanawha Valley, and will enhance the op-
portunities for national defense where chemical plants, easily converted
in time of war to munition factories, may safely operate on a pro-
tected inland stream and still be accessible to the Atlantic seaboard :
Therefore, be it.

Resolved by the Senate of West Virginia (the House of Delegates
concurring therein), That the Legislature of West Virginia, concurring
with proponents of the said act pending before the National Congress,
earnestly urges that no time should be lost in the enactment of this
measure in order that lmportant work contemplated may be Inangurated
at once;

Resolved further, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the
West Virginia delegation in the House of Representatives and in the
United States Senate and that they be urged to use their influence to
bring forth an early enactment of said measure.

I, M. 8. Hodges, clerk of the Senate of West Virginia, do certify
that the foregoing resolution was adopted unanimously by the Legisla-
ture of West Virginia on January 28, 1929,

M. B. HopGes,
Clerk of the Senate.

SUITS AGAINST DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report
upon the bill 8. 3581, authorizing the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to settle claims and suits against the Distriet
of Columbia, for printing under the rules,

FIRST DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged report from
the Committee on Rules,

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I make the point
of order that there is no quorum present.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee makes the
point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently there
is not.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House,

A call of the House was ordered.

The doors were closed.

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed
to answer to their names:

Hallanan) eoncerning
Improvement of the Ohio and Kanawha

[Roll No. 18]
Anthony Gasque Knutson Robsion, Ky.
Beck, Pa. Gilbert Kunz Sanders, N, Y.
Bohn Goldsborough Lozier Sirovich
Boles Graham Lyon Stedman
Buchanan Griest McClintice Strong, Pa.
Buckbee Hammer McLeod Strother
Cartwright Harrison McSweeney Sumners, Tex.
Collins Hull, Tenn, Maas Swing
Combs Jacobstein Monast Tillman
Connolly, Pa. Johnson, Okla, Moore, N. J. Underwood
Curr Kent Murlu Updike
Dickinson, Towa Kiess Mur Vincent, Iowa
Doyle Kindred Ark White, Kans.
Fufhright King Reld 1. Yates

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and seventy Members have
answered to their names, a quorum.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further
proceedings under the call.

The motion was agreed to.

The doors were opened.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I present House Resolution 303,
whiech I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

House Resolution 203

Resolved, That the bill (H. R, 15848), an act making appropriations
to supply urgent deficiencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1929, and prior fiscal years, to provide
urgent supplemental appropriations for the fiseal year ending June
30, 1929, and for other purposes, with Senate amendments thereto,
be taken from the Speaker's table, the Senate amendmenrts be dis-
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agreed to, a conference be requested with the Senate upon the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses, and the managers on the part of the
House at sald conference be appointed without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

My, CRISP. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. CRISP. Will it be in order to move to recommit this
resolution to the Committee on Rules, with instructions to
report back instanter with an amendment providing that this
delicieney appropriation bill be taken from the Speaker’s table,
considered by the House in Committee of the Whole House,
under the general rules of the House which will give oppor-
tunity to consider each of the Senate amendments separate?
Before the Speaker answers that inquiry, may I have his
indulgence for a few minutes to present some views respect-
ing it?

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be very glad to hear from
the gentleman.

Me. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I am aware that in years gone by
a number of Speakers have held that a motion to recommit a
rule providing for an order of business to the Committee on
Rules is not in order. I am also aware that my father—and
I may be pardoned I am sure in this House for saying that
to me he was the greatest Speaker who ever presided over this
House [applause]—held that the motion to recommit was not
in order. That decision was followed by Mr. Speaker Hender-
son, Mr. Speaker Cannon, and Mr, Speaker Clark. Mr. Speaker
Reed decided otherwise, that a motion to recommit was in
order. If the rules of the House were as they were when Mr.
Speaker Crisp decided this question, and his decision was the
pioneer one upon the subject, I would cheerfully acquiesce,
because in construing that decision the Speaker must consider
the rules of the House as they existed at that time. The
Speaker must consider the conditions as to the procedure in
the House which existed at that time.

At that time filibusters were common in the House, dilatory
motions were made, merely to delay the House in deciding a
question, and the decision of Mr. Speaker Crisp was based
solely npon the ground that the motion to recommit was dila-
tory, his decision being that after the House had voted the pre-
vious question on a bill or resolution the House had a right
to vote upon it at once, without being delayed, and he stated
in that decision that, before the previous question was ordered,
it would be undoubtedly in order to move an amendment to the
rule so as to change the order of consideration of a bill,
but that, after the previous question was ordered, there should
be no dilatory motion or delay.

Mr, Speaker, the rules of the House to-day are different.
In recent years the rules of the House have been liberalized
for the purpose of giving the House a chance to consider mat-
ters. for itself; to give individual Members greater power.
Rule XIII, dealing with a report from the Committee on
Rules, has a provision in it now, a mandatory provision, that
the Committee on Rules shall not report any rule to the House
which denies or takes away the right to make one motion to
recommit, and the rule further provides that that motion can
be made either before or after the previous question has been
ordered. The rule is mandatory. The hands of the Committee
on Rules are tied. They can not bring in a rule denying that
right. That rule did not exist at the time of the decision of
Mr, Speaker Crisp, and to-day it is common practice of this
House, after the previous question is ordered on a bill of the
greatest importance, say a tariff bill, and it is in order to move
to recommit the bill to the Committee on Ways and Means,
which action delays the House voting immediately upon ift—
it is in order to move to recommit an appropriation bill to the
Commiitee on Appropriations, which action delays the imme-
diate consideration of it. The object of that rule is to give
the minority the right to express its viewsg on a legislative
proposition,

But some may say that this is not a legislative proposition,
that it is a rule providing for an order of business, a rule
providing for the manner in which legislation shall be consid-
cred. The Committee on Rules is the committee that brings in
the rule giving the House an opportunity to consider a bill.
The minority, in my honest judgment, is entitled to go on record
showing the manner nnd method in which it desires to consider
that legislation, because it is very material to the minority to
have a right to express its views on certain questions.

Therefore it secis to me that the intent of the rule, that the
welfare of the House itself will be best conserved by holding
that the motion to recommit a rule providing for au order of
business is in order. And, Mr. Speaker, upon what meat does
this dur Cmsar feed—ithe Rules Committee—that it is excepted
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from all the other committees of the House? Why does it
occupy a greater privilege than any other committee of the
House. 1If you can move to recommit a bill dealing with legisla-
tion to a committee for that committee to change its legislation
and bring in legislation in conformity with the will of a ma-
jority of the House, clearly logically it is just as much in order
to recommit a rule providing for an order of business to the
Rules Committee with instructions to bring in a rule providing
for a different order of procedure,

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, may I be heard for a moment?
I am very glad our friend from Georgia referred to a decision
of his distinguished father. I agree that he was a great Speaker
of the House and certainly agree with the basis of the decision
he rendered at that fime on a proposition similar to the one
before us to-day. While the gentleman from Georgia quoted
a part of that decision, in my judgment from reading that de-
cision fully there is still another inference to be obtained. The
gentleman from Geogria, the former Mr. Speaker Crisp, went
further in making the decision than his distinguished son
infers. He said the purpose of a special rule was to bring the
House to a direct vote on the main proposition, and you were
not taking away any privileges of the House, because if a ma-
jority of the House was not in favor of the rule they had the
right and opportunity to vote down the previous question, so
none of the rights of the House were denied to the House by
refusing the motion to recommit. That is my position here to-
day. If the majority of the House is not in favor of what the
Rules Committee proposes, it will vote down the motion for
the previous question, and then my friend from Georgia will
get the opportunity to amend or instruct as he desires. This
exact question has been before the House a great many times.

All the decisions I am able to find run in exactly the same
direction and agree and are against the position taken by the
gentleman from Georgia. It was followed by Mr. Speaker Can-
non, by Mr. Speaker Henderson, and especially by Mr. Speaker
Clark ; and this decision was after the change in the rules that
my friend from Georgia spoke of a moment ago. Yet in my
judgment this change has no effect on the proposition before it.
At that time of the decision of Mr. Speaker Clark we had prae-
tically the same proposition before the House we have to-day,
only the tables were turned, as far as politics are concerned.
Mr. GitLerr, & Member on the Republican side, offered a mo-
tion to recommit a resolution from the Committee on Rules.
Mr. Speaker Clark was in the chair. Mr. Fitzgerald, of New
York, made a point of order against the motion to recommit.
Speaker Clark made a decision sustaining the point of order
and cited an opinion of former Speaker Cannon on a similar
question. And every decision of recent years has been in sup-
port of the contention I am now making, that it is not in order
to move to recommit a resolution from the Committee on Rules.
And I specially call the Speaker’s attention to the fact that this
iast decision came after the change in the rules, upon which
the gentleman from Georgia was laying such stress in this
argument here to-day.

And I am farther very sure that with this long list of prec-
edents before him, the present distingunished Speaker will have
no trouble in advising the gentleman from Georgia that a motion
to recommit this resolution is not in order.

*Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, may I make an obser-
vation? 1

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be glad to hear the gen-
tleman.

Mr, CHINDBLOM. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]
referred to the present rule, which forbids the Committee on
Rules from bringing in a rule which will operate to prevent
the motion to recommit. I beg to call the attention of the
Chair to the exact language of the rule:

Nor shall it [the Committee on Rules] report any rule or order
which shall operate to prevent a motion to recommit being made as
provided in paragraph 4 of Rule XVI.

There is a limitation there—
as provided in paragraph 4 of Rule XVI.

Now, what does paragraph 4 of Rule XVI provide?
vitles as follows:

After the previous question shall have been ordered on the passage
of a bill or joint resolution one motion to recommit shall be in order,
and the Speaker shall give preference in recognition for such purpose
to a Member who is opposed to the bill or joint resolution.

This is merely n House resolution, not a hill nor a jeint reso-
lation ; and I confend, if the Speaker please, that thie rule does
not cover the situation and that the status of the rule is exactly
the same now, so far as this question is concerned, as it was

It pro-
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at the time the former distinguished Speaker, Mr. Crisp, ren-
dered his decision.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is prepared to answer the parlia-
mentary inquiry of the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crise],
to whom he listened, as he always dees, with great respect for
his logic and his knowledge of the rules of the House. The
Chair, however, is not aware of any decision at any time which
controverts the decision originally rendered by Mr, Speaker
Crisp and by a number of his illustrious successors.

The gentleman from Georgia has said, and with much per-
suasiveness, that the situation is not exaectly what it was when
those decisions were rendered, so far as the present rules of
the House go, covering motions to recommit. However, the
Chair does not think those changes in the rules, either in their
letter or their spirit, have so changed the present rules of the
House as to justify him in overruling all those decisions.

Clanse 4 of Rule XVI of the House with regard to the full
liberty of the motion to recommit is as follows:

After the previous guestion shall have been ordered on the passage
of a bill or joint resolution one motion to recommit ghall be in order,
and the Speaker shall give preference in recognition for such purpose
to a Member who is opposed to the bill or joint resolution.

The Chair is prepared to concede that in so far as bills or
joint resolutions are concerned the question of the motion to
recommit is slightly different from what it was at the time
those decisions were rendered, particularly the decision of the
honored father of the gentleman from Georgia. But the pres-
ent rules of the House make no change in regard to a House
resolution., This is not a joint resolution. It is a House reso-
lution. The Chair thinks it is precisely in the same status as
at the time those decisions were rendered. Therefore in re-
sponse to the parliamentary inquiry of the gentleman from
Georgia the Chair thinks that a motion to recommit this reso-
lution is not in order.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I want to make a unanimous-
consent request in regard to the time to be consumed in the
discussion of the rule. I have had numerous requests for time
on this side, and I would like to extend the usunal hour. I ask
unanimous consent that the time may be extended to three
hours, with the understanding that I will yield one-half of that
time to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Pou] to yield
for debate, and at the end of that time the previous question
shall be considered as ordered.

Mr. POU. I suggest that the gentleman leave out the pre-
vious question,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that the time for general debate be extended to
three honrs, with the understanding that he will yield one-half
of that time to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Pou],
and he further adds that at the conclusion of the general debate
the previous question shall be ordered.

b}lr. GARRETT of Tennessee. To that last request I shall
object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made.

Mr. SNELL. Then I withdraw the last portion of my re-
quest, Mr. Speaker, with the understanding that I will yield
one-half the time to the gentleman from North Carolina.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unagi-
mous consent that the time be extended to three hours, with
the understanding that he will yield on-half of that time to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Pou]. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]
is recognized.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, the present resolution is presented
to the House with the distinet purpose of sending to confer-
ence the first deficiency bill. The only way you can get a House
bill with the disagreeing votes of the two Houses to conference
is either by unanimous consent or by a special rule. The gentle-
man from Indiana [Mr. Woop] tried the unanimous-consent
route the other day, and he was unable to accomplish that pur-
pose. If this rule is adopted as presented, the bill, together
with the disagreeing votes of the two Houses, will be sent to
conference.

Now, let us see what the actual facts are that confront us
and which have brought us to this sitnation. In order te do
so I think we have got to go back a little and get just a little
bit of previous history.

When the bill making appropriations for the Treasury De-
partment was being considered in the Senate an amendment
was offered to that bill increasing the amount for the enforce-
ment of prohibition to $250,000,000. That amendment was ad-
vocated and sponsored by some of the most bitter opponents of
prohibition that have ever been on Capitol Hill, and while
that amendment was not agreed to in the committee of confer-
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ence, nevertheless it sowed some seed that evidently took root
when they were considering the present deficiency bill, As a
result an amendment was offered to that bill to increase the
money available for the enforcement of prohibition by
£24,000,000.

Now, what are the actual facts in regard to this? What are
the facts which Members who want to legislate intelligently
and constructively must meet? That amendment, to a large
degree, was and is supported by four distinet groups; and we
might as well meet this situation just exactly as it is.

There was one group made up of hysterical drys. It was
made up of men who, every time the question of prohibition is
mentioned, will jump through a hoop and do anything they are
told to do by the active representatives of the prohibition move-
ment. There was another group made up of the bitter wets;
men who are willing to do anything in their power to make
prohibition enforcement a ridiculous farce, and they think they
are helping to do that by supporting this amendment. There
was still another group who desired to rehabilitate themselves
in the minds of their own constituency on account of the posi-
tion they took in the last election. In order to be regular many
of them supported one of the wettest men who has ever run for
the office of President of the United States, and for that reason
was very obnoxious to these extreme drys. Therefore in order
to rehabilitate themselves and reinstate themselves in the good
graces of their dry constituents, and to prove how dry they are
notwithstanding their support of a wet candidate for Presi-
dent, they are now supporting the amendment providing for
more money to enforce the prohibition proposition than has
ever been asked for by any department of the Government and
for which there is no provision for spending it.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Not at the present time. There is another
group of people who are willing to do anything they can under
present conditions to embarrass the new administration, and we
find that group very anxious to have this amendment adopted
at this time. Now, those are the real facts that are before us
as far as this amendment is concerned. I want some one fo tell
me why we should not approach this proposition of appropriat-
ing $24,000,000 in the same spirit that we approach any other
appropriation of similar size. If we did that, the first thing
we would ask is this: Is it needed? Has it been requested, and
does the Budget approve, and does it conform with the finan-
cial program of the President? No one has ever considered these
things ; no one claims they have.

No one claims there has been any request from the Treasury
Department, or the people who are responsible for this enforce-
ment, for these additional funds. As a matter of fact, I under-
stand it has been definitely stated that it could not be spent
efficiently and that a large amount of it would be wasted if
they were forced to spend it under the provisions of this de-
ficiency bill. I have never known this House before to insist
that a department of the Government take more money than it
requested or said they could spend efficiently in carrying out
the provisions of the law.

Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. In just a minute. So I ask the Members of this
House to approach this proposition with the same common
sense and judgment, that we do others of similar size, and do
the same in regard to this appropriation that they would do in
regard to any other appropriation that has never been asked
or a single argument, except a political one, to justify it. I now
yield to the gentleman.

Mr, GARBER. The gentleman referred to the provisions
under which the appropriation was made. Will the gentleman
kindly detail the provisions for the information of the House?

Mr. SNELL. I really do not understand the gentleman’s
question.

Mr. GARBER. The provisions under which the proposed
appropriation of $24,000,000 is made.

Mr. SNELL. Well, the amendment was put on in the Senate,
but I do not understand it was requested by any of the people
who are responsible for the carrying out of the enforcement of
prohibition,

Mr. GARBER. As I understand it, the amendment was
amended to conform to the recommendations of the Secretary
of the Treasury.

Mr, SNELL. Not at all. There has never been any recom-
mendation from the Secretary of the Treasury, so far as I
know, requesting the additional amount that was put on in the
Senate under this amendment,

Mr. GREEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, SNELL. Yes.

Mr. GREEN. Is the gentleman advised whether or net the
Secretary of the Treasury is in favor of enforcing the prohi-
bition law?
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Mr. SNELL. I have never asked the Secretary of the Treas-
ury and he has never advised me, but it is his duty as Secretary
of the Treasury to enforce it.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman states that it is sought
to make the present enforcement a farce. Is it not true that
the present condition is a farce and a disgrace?

Mr. SNELL. I would not admit that in its entirety, but I
am not entirely satisfied with the enforcement of prohibition
at the present time.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman stated that nowhere and
at no time have additional appropriations been asked for. Is
not the gentleman aware of the fact that former Commissioner
Haynes, present Commissioner Doran, Assistant Secretary of
the Treasury Andrews, and every official who has had charge
of the enforcement of the law has repeatedly asked for more
funds?

Mr. SNELIL. No; the gentleman is not informed of that fact
and doubts whether that is true, beeause they are not asking
at the present time for any additional funds.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes. )

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Did I understand the gentleman to
say that the group which is supporting this amendment is
made up of the extreme drys, the fanatical drys, and the
extreme wets?

Mr. SNELL. Not all of them. I said a part of them.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Has the gentleman examined the
vote in another body on the adoption of the amendment in
that body?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Does the gentleman suggest that the
amendment was adopted by the vote of the extreme drys and
extreme wets?

Mr, SNELL. I said a part of them were; the hysterical drys.
I did not say extreme drys, but I said the hysterical ones are in
favor of the proposition.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes.

Mr. CELLER. I wish to say to the gentleman that I am in
favor of the resolution, but I want to ask the gentleman whether
he can state how much it is estimated would be required to
enforce prohibition?

Mr. SNELL. I have made no estimate and I could not an-
swer fthe gentleman.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Does not the gentleman know that Com-
missioner Doran has stated it would cost $300,000,0007

Mr. WELLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. Yes,

Mr. WELLER. In connection with the $24,000.000 amend-
ment which has been explained by the gentleman from New
York, may I ask the gentleman if he is prepared to make any
statement with reference to the item of $250,000 for an investi-
gating committee, which amendment was put on in the Senate?

Mr, SNELL. The gentleman is not in position to make any
statement about that, and the gentleman from New York re-
serves the balance of his time and yields the floor to the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr. Pou]. [Applause.]

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, there is an old saying that there are
more ways to kill a dog than choking him to death with butter,
and there is a genuine fear entertained by the membership of
this House, a certain portion of it at any rate, that there will be
no opportunity for a clear-cut vote on the Harris amendment.
For this reason we are opposing the adoption of this rule, and
we are hoping that the previous question will be voted down
so that the rule may be amended and an opportunity afforded
for a direct vote on the so-called Harris amendment.

We might as well look the facts in the face, Mr. Speaker, It
seems the time is about here when, if there is ever going to be
an effort made, a genunine effort, to enforce the so-called Vol-
stead Act, the time is at hand. [Applause.]

It is a matter of common knowledge that almost throughout
the length and breadth of the Nation prohibition enforcement is
a roaring farce. As I stand here to-day I believe it would be
safe to say that in every ward in the city of Washington, in
almost every hotel in the city of Washington, I might say in the
Capitol itself, the prohibition law is being violated every day by
men who would scorn te violate other laws of the Nation,

I have sat in the courts, Mr. Speaker, and seen the eriminal
mill at work. It was, in almost every instance, the poor, the
humble, the helpless, who were captured by the prohibition
officers. I saw a poor, poverty-stricken woman with 10 children
sent to prison for selling a pint of liguor. 1 did not see any of
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the big fellows brought to trial. It seems they are immune,
and it is about time that enough money was being put at the dis-
posal of the departments of the Government to go after every-
body that is violating this law, rich and poor alike. [Applause.]
This is all it is proposed to do. Officials of the Government do
not have to use the money.

Why all this hullabaloo about putting money into their hands
for enforcing the law? They are not forced to use it. They can
use $1,000,000 or $2,000,000 or $3,000,000 or refuse to use any
of it. It looks as though somebody wants an alibi for failure to
enforce the prohibition law.

Whenever the time comes that the administration of this law
is put in the hands of men who at heart are for the law, and
whenever the time comes that men of that kind are given suffi-
cient means to enforce the law equally against everybody, rich
and poor alike, even against the man who filled his cellar with
liquor enough to last him a lifetime when the Volstead law was
enacted and has been replenishing it since; whenever the time
comes that the law is enforced equallv against all, then we may
feel that an honest effort has been made to enforce the Volstead
law ; but there are many who do not believe an honest effort
has been made to enforee it up to this time. [Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder of my time,

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes fo the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr., Coorer]. [Applause.]

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, I have here an editorial taken from one of the leading
Democratic newspapers in the State of Ohio. The president
of this organization is Justice John H. Clarke, former Associate
Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States, and one ‘of
the outstanding men of our country, and I would like to have
the Clerk read the editorial. .

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

TWENTY-FOUR MILLION DOLLAR PROHIBITION FUXND

If President Coolidge does his duty, he will veto the $24,000,000
increase in the prohibition-enforcement fund., This $24.000,000 is
nothing but a glgantic alibi on Congress's part. Such an amount ought
never to be appropriated without definite plans as to how it should be
expended. Congress has no such plans and means to set aside this
huge sum not from a desire to bring about better enforcement but
with the sole object of passing the buck and impressing the country
with its earnestness about prohibition, when, as a matter of fact, the
majority of Congress does not care whether President Coolidge vetoes
the appropriation or not. It is cowardly to shift responsibility to his
shoulders, and it has no right to embarrass Mr. Hoover, who, if he is
as concientious in this as he is in everything else, will have to let
the money lie unused for six months or a year until he can find a way
to employ it. Meanwhile he will come in for all sorts of criticism,
and the country will not know what to believe. That is not the way
the people expect Congress to transact their business.

[Applause.]

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I believe my position
on the question of prohibition and its enforcement is known not
only to my colleagues in the House but to the people of the
country, I have fought for and supported every measure for
the adoption of prohibitien and its enforcement during my 14
years of service in Congress, and if I thonght the adoption of
the amendment providing $24,000,000 in addition to the $13,-
000,000 already appropriated would benefit prohibition enforce-
mont I would gladly support the same,

I regret I must break on this question with my good friend
Doctor MceBride, the superintendent of the Anti-Saloon League—
and he is my friend.

As one who is deeply interested in the enforcement of prohi-
bition I believe it is my duty to werk and cooperate with the
Anti-Saloon League and other dry organizations in the enforce-
ment of the eighteenth amendment. On the other hand, how-
ever, I have deep convictions on this question, and I shall
follow out what my conscience tells is right, and shall support
the adoption of the rule to send the report to conference.
[Applause.]

I would now like to ask my good friend Doetor McBride
why he has chunged his mind. Here is what he said a short
time ago on this question:

I stated that the larger appropriation can be wisely made under a
well-prepared budget by the enforcement department. The Secretary
of the Treasury has well said that a survey should be made to see
whether larger funds conld be used toward more successful enforcement.

This is what Doctor MeBride said two or three weeks ago,
and now he asks me and the other “(diy"” Members of this
House to support this proposition without these provisions being
attached to the amendment.
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The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has
expired.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentleman three addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. I noticed these headlines in my home
paper of last night, which came to my desk a short time ago:

CoopPer battles “drys ”; hits $24,000,000 fund. Mr. McBride stated
that “ It was hard for him to see how any dry, especially a Republican,
should mot vote to give a Republican President adequate funds for law
enforcement.”

In reply, let me say I stand ready to support President
Coolidge and President-elect Hoover in any program they have
for the enforcement of prohibition. [Applause.]

Doctor McBride also decried the intimation that politics was the
chief incentive behind the drive to force the House to accept the in-
creased appropriation.

Now, Doctor McBride is too good a politician for him to try
and fool the Members of this House in saying that there is no
polities back of the $24,000,000 amendment. I am nof unmindful
of the fact that less than three months ago the chief supporters
of the $24,000,000 appropriation were going from one end of the
country to the other advocating the election of a candidate for
President who never has been in favor of prohibition, and while
he was Governor of the State of New York for eight years he
never was interested in enforcing prohibition,

Mr., CELLER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, COOPER of Ohio. Not now. The voters of our country,
and especially those in favor of the eighteenth amendment and
its enforcement, expressed their confidence in Herbert Hoover
in such a way as would indicate that he would handle the pro-
hibition enforcement guestion in a manner that would bring
results along the line of better enforcement.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Not now. I am of the firm opinion
that it would be better for Congress to wait until Mr, Hoover
becomes President and then get his views as to what he believes
to be the best method of carrying out a program for better
enforcement of the eighteenth amendment.

I wanted to be understood, however, as saying that if Mr.
Hoover requests Congress to grant larger appropriations for
enforcement I will whole-heartedly support him in his request.

Never in all my experience in Congress have I known this body
to appropriate a large sum of money and force it on an executive
department of the Government without their asking for it.

I am going to support the rule. I know that possibly I will
come in for some criticism by some of my dry friends, but I am
as much in earnest in regard to the prohibition question and the
enforcement of the eighteenth amendment to-day as I have been
in the past. But I can not support the $24,000,000 appropriation,
because my conscience tells me it is wrong for this Congress to
dictate to Mr. Hoover what his policy regarding the enforcement
of prohibition must be before he becomes President of our
country. I have confidence in the ability of Herbert Hoover to
enforce the prohibition laws. He will not break faith with the
law-abiding citizens on this question. I believe it would be the
wise policy to wait until we get his message on enforcement
and then give him our loyal and whole-hearted support. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT].

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I do not propose
to discuss the merits of the proposals that are contained in the
Senate amendnrents at this tiine; because, if this House shall
avail itself of the opportunity, as I hope it will, to vote down
the previous question, and then support a proper amendment to
the resolution offered by the gentleman from New York, Chair-
man of the Rules Committee, there will be ample opportunity
for discussion of the merits of these proposals. But I do want
to get very clearly in the Recorp just precisely what is before us.

It is not alone the Senate amendment dealing with the pro-
hibition question. Lest we forget, let it be remembered that the
Senate has put an anrendinent on the bill touching tax refunds
and future administration of that very important service, that
1 should judge Members of this House would like to consider.

Of course, it can be poiuted out that when this deficiency
appropriation bill was originally before the House of Repre-
seiitatives 1 expressed myself briefly, stating very frankly, that
I felt a certain degree of embarrassinent in belng called upon
to vote for an amendment withholding money for tax refunds
found to be due taxpayers under the law in existence. But in
that same connection I stated that if it were possible to create
the machinery to assure a more careful review of tax-refund
cases, I would be happy to support it.
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The Senate amendment upon this subject provides a nrethod of
review and I think should be considered. ¥

So the prohibition amendment is not the only important prop-
osition that is involved, and which will be involved, in the matter
of the vote on the previous question.

Now let it be gotten clearly in mind—there is no use for us
to deceive ourselves or to try in the future to deceive others, if
anyone should be disposed to try—the important vote under the
parliamentary sitmation that exists here, however gentlemen
may stand on these amendments, is on the previous question on
the proposed special order.

Had it been possible under the rules of the House to have
adopted the suggestions offered, or which would have been
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], it could
have been reached in a different way. The Speaker has made a
ruling, with which I make no quarrel, which leaves the only
parliamentary course to be pursued by those who desire to be
absolutely certain of an opportunity to consider these important
Senate amendments, that of voting down the previous question
on the rule and then we will offer such amendments to the rule
as will enable an immediate, direct, and certain consideration
by the House of these Senate proposals.

Mr. POU. Mryr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. GREEN].

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, I am forced to reflect briefly
upon the last presidential election and admonish the Members
of the House to keep faith with the American people. Some-
thing like 15 per cent of the electoral vote of the last election
by some is interpreted as a wet vote, and something like 85
per cent as a dry vote. When the Members of Congress who
sit on my left—the Republicans—undertake to throttle the en-
forcement of prohibition by abiding the dictates of a wet Sec-
retary of the Treasury who aspires to continue to refuse to
enforce prohibition, they are refusing to keep faith with the
American people,

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN. Not now. I am sorry I have not the time.
By the verdict of the people they have called for enforcement.
By the unseen powers in the Republican Party, yon are saying
they shall not have it. The unseen power is your wet Secre-
tary of the Treasury. He is the generalissimo of the wet forces
in America and his first lientenant probably will later prove to be
the President elect and his second lieutenant, possibly, is the
present President of the United States. My friends, those are
the facts, Have you ever heard either of these gentlemen calling
for enforcement of the prohibition laws? Where do they
stand? :

I am glad that the president of the Anti-Saloon League hus
finally found that he is in the wrong eategory and has split
from the wet Secretary of the Treasury and now demands this
$24,000,000 appropriation. I have always supported the presi-
dent of the Anti-Saloon League and support him nmow. I am
glad he has finally found out the wet-inclined principles of
the Mellon-Coolidge-Hoover régime. My friends, the situation
is plain, the question of enforcement or refusal thereof is placed
on your doorstep. Now, then, will you keep faith with the
American people and say in substance to Mr, Mellon, “ You
have got to make a showing” by honest enforcement against
all violators, or will you break faith with the American people
and let the bootlegging go wild in the Capital of the United
States and other cities, as the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. Pou] has just said?

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN. Not now. My time is too limited. I am
sorry. Which are you going to do, my friends? Will you keep
faith and enforce prohibition or will you let the two or three
powers in your Republican Party continue to wvacillate and
refuse to enforce prohibition? I am going to leave it with you.
As for me, I am going to vote for the enforcement of the laws
of the land in accord with the dictation of the voters of my
distriet. My church people, my Woman's Christian Temperance
Union members, and the rank and file of my district stand for
law and order, and I shall forever vote their conscience. They
are a dry people. They vofe dry and they live dry. They are
honest and law-abiding, and I am happy to champion and de-
fend the cause of such people and of humanity. I hope those
Republican Members, who happen to be dry Members, will rise
above the cracking of the whip of the Secretary of the Treasury
and vote for prohibition enforcement,

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN. I am sorry I have not the time, It is on
your doorstep. Are you going to keep faith with the moral
and spiritual forces of America and say that it will be en-
forced or are you going to let it pass along and thus protect
the nullificationist, anarchic, and communistic forces who would
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destroy our country? I shall vote against the rule in order that
we may have a direct vote on the question and then vote for the
amendment. [Applause.]

Mr. SNELI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. CRAMTON].

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen of the
House, for the first time since I have been a Member of this
body—16 years—it has been necessary to resort to a special
rule to send an appropriation bill to conference. This occurs
now hecause the other day gentlemen who are interested in
the £24,000,000 prohibition enforcemenf amendment were not
satisfied with the opportunity that they would have had if they
had given consent to send the bill to conference, the oppor-
tunity they would have had to move to instruct the conferees
to accept that amendment, and on that fhere would have been
debate and a roll call. They were not satisfied with that oppor-
tunity. That would have made possible a direct vote on this
question on the $24,000,000 amendment. We invited that.
They did not see fit to accept the opportunity.

What is this $24,000,000 amendment that occasions this ex-
traordinary method of sending an important appropriatiou bill
to conference? I consider it a very short bill. It ic of a legis-
lative character, although in an appropriation bill, and reads:

BUREAU OF PROHIBITION

For increasing the enforcement force, $24,000,000, or such part thereof
as the President may deem useful, to be allocated by the President, as he
may see fit, to the departments or bureaus charged with the enforcement
of the national prohibition act, and to remain available until June 30,
1930.

It should have borne four titles. It could well have been
termed a bill to eradicate the recent wet splash on the political
records of dry Demcerats; or, secondly, to restore Bishop Can-
non to the good graces of the southern Democracy; or, third,
to condemn Secretary Mellon; or, fourth, to repudiate the ad-
ministration of President Coolidge and embarrass the adminis-
tration of President-elect Hoover. Those are the four frank
purposes of this amendment.

DEMOCRATIC PARTY NEEDS REHABILITATION

We have just gone through a great national campaign that
went down closer to the roots of the political feelings of the
people of this Nation than any other campaign in 50 years.
The results of that election in November were such that a
former candidate for governor in Michigan, Mr. Frensdorf, a
leader of the Democratic Party in my State, has openly advised
the Demoecratic Party in Michigan to take a vacation for a
number of years to come, and the trouble here is that many
gentlemen in this House on the Democratic side from Southern
States fear that the party down there will invite its leaders to
take the vacation for several years to come, and so we have
this $24,000,000 appropriation to rehabilitate the Democratic
leaders.

I want now to quote a word from a distinguished Democrat,
probably the most popular Democrat in the United States, cer-
tainly one Democrat who has been elected to office and who has
never been defeated. I think he is not only popular, but I
think he is one of the best political economists and best political
strategists in the party. I refer to Will Rogers. Recently in
an article in the Saturday Evening Post, in his letter to Al
Smith, he said:

I don’t know why it is, Al, but us Democrats just seem to have an
uncanny premonition of sizing up a question and guessing wrong on it.
It almost makes you think sometimes it is done purposely. You ean't
make outsiders believe it is not done purposely. For they don't think
people could purposely make that many mistakes accidentally, And
what makes it funny is we get the first pick.

Further, he says:

If a national question comes up, there is no sensible reason why we
shouldn’t be on the popular side instead of the right side all the time.
Leave our old political leaders in the Senate, where they can’'t do any-
body any good or harm, but hide 'em when a campaign is on; they been
making the same speeches since they was weaned. * * * Get Ras-
kob back on those Chevrolets again. He may know what Wall Street
is going to do, but none of those guys have got a vote, We don’t need
a financier ; we need a magician.

[Laughter.]

A few days ago he gave some good advice to his party on this
present situation:

The Democrats are having a tough time finding somebody to give the
£24,000,000 to. Mellon says, “1 don't need it.” Coolidge says, “ Don't
leave it on my doorstep.” Hoover says, “ My charity distributing days
are over, don't sic it onto me.” What they should do with it 18 to
take $1,500,000 and pay off Raskob, Kenny, and Lehman, get Bishop
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Cannon a new typewriter, and take the other $22,000,000 and establish
an endowment fund to take care of Senators whose political schemes
backfired.

[Laughter.] :
PROHIBITION THE ISSUE OF 1628

Anybody got any doubts what was the issue in that last eam-
paign? The gentleman from Florida [Mr. Greex] is still here.
He raised some question’ about it. Let me, for his benefit and
others, cite the opinions of some distinguished gentlemen and
authorities. From the New York Times, one of the great news-
papers of this country and certainly not unfriendly to the
Democratic Party in the last campaign, I quote from their edi-
torial Voting on Prohibition in their issue of November 4, the
last Sunday before the election:

Seldom in our history has the fate of one monpartisan political issue
been so closely bound up with the results of a national election as this
ear.

. - - - * - - -

Next Tuesday, however, the issue between Smith and Hoover in the
matter of prohibition is sharp and clear., Hoover proposes to attempt
to correct the abuses of enforcement, but stands for the amendment and
the Volstead law unalterably. Smith, pledged to attempt real enforce-
meént of the law for the first time in its history, would amend the
amendment and modify the law so as to permit the several Btates to
undo prohibition. It is the first opportunity which Americans opposed
to prohibition have ever had to register their opinion and make it felt
by the politicians. If this opportunity is not grasped, years may pass
before it comes again. All the dry forces are militantly for Hoover.
They accept the issue as real.

- - * - - * -

If Bmith Is elected, liberalism will have a leader in a position of
great power, carrled into office by so widespread and popular an uprising
that the barriers of reform—which Mr. Hughes describes as unsealable
even by the people who set them there—will begin to crumble. If
Hoover is elected, every antiprohibitionist who votes for him should
acquiesce in present conditions without further complaint,

WET LEADERSHIP OF DEMOCRATIC PARTY

That was the issue of the campaign. Who was the leader of
the Democratic organization in that campaign? Mr. Raskob was
chairman of the Democratic Political Party and he is to-day.
He is the official leader of that party. And what does he say
about prohibition? Since he got rich selling automobiles by
reason of the prosperity that has attended prohibition, his great
mission is, as he proclaims it, * Ridding the country of the
damnable affliction of prohibition.”

That is why the party in Congress is attempting since its
complete defeat on that issue and under that leadership to re-
habilitate itself by this senseless, proflizate appropriation of
$24,000,000, with no idea of how it is to be used.

Furthermore, I call attention to what Hon. Josgera T. RoBIN-
sonN, Democratic candidate for Vice President, said on October
12, as carried in an Associated Press dispatch:

Governor Smith favors—and I am heartily in accord with his views—
a change in the Volstead Act which would give a scientific definition of
what is an intoxicating beverage. Under this change in the law such
States as desire them would be permitted to have very light wines and
beer.

Oh, if Bishop Cannon wants to snuggle up to these Demo-
cratic leaders he is welcome; if Scoit McBride wants to do
80, he can do so; but my devotion to prohibition goes back too
many years to be led astray by such foolish leadership as now
proposes this appropriation, and I will not be alarmed by any
fear of misunderstanding of my position. I was acting chair-
man of the campaign that made dry my home county in 1910. I
supported in person and in my newspaper the campaign that
gave Michigan state-wide prohibition in 1916. I voted in this
House to submit the eighteenth amendment and for the Volstead
Act, and since have championed the law to the best of my ability
and have observed it personally. I am concerned about results.

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? g

Mr. CRAMTON. Not now; I would be very glad to yield to
the gentleman if I could yield to anyone in my limited time.

Senator SimMmoNs said in his speech at Newbern, N. C., October
12, the same day the candidate for Vice Presgident, Mr. RoBINSON,
made the statement I have quoted :

Governor Smith has deliberately made the question of State control
of liquor traffic the paramount issue in this campaign. * * *

Whenever the question of prohibition has been heard, the men and
women whose souls are wrapped up in that cause, a8 cause for which they
struggled for more than a guarter of a century, and finally wrote into
the Constitution, they are told that they are not opposed to Governor
Smith because he wants to destroy this great reform, but because of
their bigotry and sectarian prejudice.
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I defy and spurn the man who attempts to drive them with the party
lash, who seeks to deter them upon the grounds of party regularity
from the free exercise of their righteous convictions.

Such was the issue, and the people rendered their verdict.
They did not say that they voted to put Senator Harmis, Mr.
Garner, and Mr. Byrxs, and Mr. Crisp, and Major LAGUARDIA
in eontrol of the situation; did not vote to give them the lead-
ership. ¥

Mr?MOORE of Virginia, Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. I regret I ecan not now—but they voted to
give the leadership to Herbert Hoover, who takes office as
President of the United States on the 4th day of March. [Ap-
plause.] He who declared his opposition to the repeal of the
eighteenth amendment and his desire to see it succeed.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CRAMTON. I regret I can not.

Mr, GARNER of Texas. Just for one question.

Mr. CRAMTON. Since I have referred to the gentleman I
will yield to him if he wants to make a correction, but other-
wise not.

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman says Senator Sim-
MmoNs voted for this amendment—Senator SiMmoNs, now in the
Senate.

Mr. CRAMTON. Certainly; Senator SiMmmoxNs wants to re-
habilitate the Democratic Party. I want to say again, the
design is to take money ont of the Treasury to rehabilitate the
Democratic Party.

SENATORIAL VOTE ON $24,000,000 AMENDMENT

Now, as to the amendment. What is this thing? It is to
increase the prohibition enforcement fund by $24,000,000, to be
allocated as the President desires, “to the departments or
bureans charged with the enforcement of the national prohi-
bition act.” That was adopted in the Senate with the votes of
13 Republicans, most of them fairly unfriendly to Secretary
Mellon, and 39 Demoerats and 1 Farmer-Labor. I will put them
all in in the extension of my remarks. Against the amendment
were 3 Democrats and 29 Republicans, the vote being as follows:

FOR HARRIS AMENDMENT (INCLUDING ANNOUNCEMENT OF ABSENTEES)

Republicans, 18 : Brookbart, Capper, Couzens, Dale, Deneen, Frazier,
McMaster, Norris, Nye, Pine, Sackett, Schall, and Vandenberg.

Democrats, 39: Ashurst, Barkley, Black, Blease, Bratton, Broussard,
Caraway, Copeland, Dill, Edwards, Fletcher, George, Glass, Harris,
Harrison, Hawes, Hayden, Heflin, McKellar, Mayfield, Neely, Overman,
Pittman, Robinson of Arkansas, Ransdell, Sheppard, Simmons, Smith,
Steck, Stephens, Swanson, Thomas of Oklahoma, Trammell, Tydings,
Tyson, Wagner, Walsh of Massachusetts, Walsh of Montana, and
Wheeler.

Farmer Labor, 1; Shipstead.

AGAINST HARRIS AMENDMENT (INCLUDING ANNOUNCEMENT OF ABSENTEES)

Republicans, 29: Bingham, Blaine, Borah, Burton, Curtis, Edge,
Glenn, Fess, Goff, Gould, Hale, Hastings, Johnson, Jones, Keyes,
Larrazolo, McNary, Metealf, Moses, Oddie, Phipps, Reed of Pennsyl-
vania, Shortridge, Smoot, Steiwer, Thomas of 1daho, Warren, Waterman,
and Watson,

Demoerats, 3: Bruce, Kendrick, and Reed of Missourl,

CURTIS, JONES, BORAH IN OPPOSITION

Among those Republicans opposing this extravagance in the
Senate, this ill-considered spending of $24,000,000, were Senator
Curris—no fairer, truer dry in the country [applause] ; Senator
Jones, of Washington, who in his last election was fought by
the wets because of his dryness——

Mr, SCHAFRER. Mr, Speaker, a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. SCHAFER. It is against the rules of the House, which
provide that a gentleman has no right to mention the names of
individual Senators. y

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Under the rules of the House
it is a breach of order to refer to debates or votes on the same
subject in the other House.

Mr. CRAMTON. I have not questioned the motives which
actuated them. I am just stating the roll call of the Senate, and
I hope a statement of that kind is not uncomplimentary to any
Senator.

Furthermore, I will mention Senator BoraH, who, when Sena-
tor Hagrris, Congressman GARrNER, Congressman Byrns, and all
of these other Democrats were parading the country appealing
for the election of a wet candidate for President——

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, a point of order.

“The S;’EAKER pro tempore. What is the gentleman’s point
order
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Mr. SCHAFER. I do not think the gentleman from Michigan
is complying with the rules of the House in mentioning these
various Senators for their attitude in the Senate.

Mr, CRAMTON. I am within the rules, and I object to hav-
ing my speech constantly interrupted by ill-founded points of
order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wisconsin
is within his rights when he rises to make a point of order. It
will not be taken out of the gentleman’s time. The Chair
wishes to state that it is a breach of the rules of the House to
refer to the votes on the same subject in the other House. The
Chair wishes to direct the attention of the Members of this
House to the rule on this subject. It is found in the House
Rules and Manual, paragraph 364, which reads:

It is a breach of order in debate to notice what has been sald on the
same subjeet In the other House, or the particular votes or majorities on
it there; because the opinion of each House should be left to its own
independency, not to be influenced by the proceedings of the other; and
the quoting them might beget reflections leading to a misunderstanding
between the two Houses.

In the opinion of the Chair the point of order is well taken.
The gentleman from Michigan will proceed in order.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman will be glad to.
[Applause.]

I can speak of my friend from Texas [Mr. Garxer] all right.
In the last campaign, when the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
GArner] and the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Pou] and -
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns] and the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. Garrerr] and others that might be men-
tioned were appealing for the election of this wet candidate, a
certain distinguished gentleman well known throughout the Na-
tion, having as great a personal influence as any man in the
Nation, whose official position and recent vote I am not permitted
to mention under the rules of the House, was the *Plumed
Knight” who led the fight for preservation of the eighteenth
amendment and its effective enforeement ; and he does not favor
this $24,000,000 appropriation.

424,000,000 CAN NOT BE USED IF APPROPRIATED

Now, the ridieulousness of the expenditure of this $24,000,000
appears when you study its language and learn that if you ap-
propriate this money it can not be expended. It contributes
nothing to prohibition enforcement. All it does is to transfer
the dry leadership from the party that carried the banner for
preservation of the eizhfeenth amendment to the party that
sought to destroy it. [Applause.]

The language of the Senate amendment to the deficiency bill
relating to a $24,000,000 fund, provides for the allocation of the
fund by the President “to the departments or bureaus charged
with the enforcement of the national prohibition act."

Under this language no part of the fund could be used by
the Civil Service Commission. About 60 per cent of the pres-
ent force of over 2,000 field officers have been appointed pursu-
ant to the civil serviee act applicable to the Bureau of Prohibi-
tion. The recent examination for agents, which closed Novem-
ber 20, 1928, will not be completed for about a year, according
to informal advices from the Civil Serviee Commission. It is,
therefore, impracticable to appoint a large number of additional
prehibition agents at this time as it would merely break down
the civil-gservice procedure and place the service where it was
prior to the passage of the ecivil service act. All of the men
temporarily appointed would have to be examined and in large
part displaced. Such a process would in no way benefit enforce-
ment and would merely cause trouble. Hundreds of cases
would be made and later dropped as the men left the service.

Under the provisions of the act of March 3, 1927, creating a
Bureau of Customs and a Bureau of Prohibition in the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, in subparagraph (c) of section 2 the
Secretary of the Treasury is prohibited from delegating to the
Bureau of Customs any rights or duties in connection with the
administration of the national prohibition act, as amended, or
any other law relating to the enforcement of the eighteenth
amendment,

The Coast Guard is likewise without specific authority to
enforce the provisions of the national prohibition aet.

It could not be allocated to the Coast Guard, where a study
is now being made as to where and how more money counld
wisely be expended. Until that is done and we enact the
necessary legislation authorizing units under the proposed ex-
penditure, the money could not be spent for the Coast Guard,
and this amendment grants no such legislative authority.

Furthermore, in the Department of Justice, there is no place
to use any great amount of this money unless you also enact

\
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legislation. They may need more judges. The additional
judges that were given have appreciably reduced the number
of prohibition eriminal cases pending in the last year. If more
judges are wanted, they could not be secured through this
appropriation. Congress must first act on legislation to create
the judgeships and many of those bills are now pending in the
Senate. The money could be used fo employ more assistant
district attorneys, but I am to-day advised by the Department
of Justice that these appointments, under the law, can only be
made on request of the Federal judges and that they have
appointed every assistant district attorney that has been re-
quested and they have never been handicapped by lack of money
for this purpose.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
from Michigan has expired.

Mr, MICHENER, I yield to the gentleman five minutes
more,

Mr. CRAMTON. These defects emphasize the necessity of
proceeding in a constructive manner in determining what the
needs of each particular service may be. Any other procedure
would inevitably result in a waste of funds and the benefits, by
way of actual enforcement, would be very questionable and
really negligible.

MELLON'S STATEMENT ON THE $24,000,000

Secretary Mellon in his letter made a statement—and I say
that Secretary Mellon has never been hostile to law enforcement,
as I have had opportunity to know through personal contact
with him in connection with the reorganization of the Prohi-
bition Bureau, and he is honest—if you will read his letter
any fair-minded man who is not seeking political results will
find that he well points out the unwisdom of appropriating
$24,000,000 for which nobody has asked. In his letter of Janu-
ary 21 to Bishop Cannon he said, in part:

As I pointed out in my letter of January 12 to Senator WARREN,
prohibition enforcement does not rest solely upon the Burean of Pro-
hibition, but its success depends largely on the cooperation afforded
by the Coast Guard, the Customs Service, and the border patrol, and,
what- is even of more vital importance, on the possibility of bringing
to trial cases prepared by the Prohibition Bureau and ready for trial.
What I endeavored to point out in my letter to Benator Warrex is
that the Harris amendment makes the additional funds available to the
Prohibition Burean only and restricts the uses by that burean, with
no discretion in the Secretary of the Treasury, There are now 21,000
liguor cases pending in the Federal courts and causing congestion, with
no relief in sight,

The Customs Serviee needs additional guards in the principal ports
and the border patrol needs strengthening, while in so far as the Comnst
Guard Is concerned, Admiral Billard is at present undertaking a sur-
vey as to the ships needed to replace & number of destroyers whose
usefulness has been pretty nearly exhnusted, and is prepared to recom-
mend an increase in the commissioned personnel of the Coast Guard.
The Harris amendment would not make funds available for any of
these purposes, mor could the additional money provided for be used
for the educational purposes which yon emphasige in your telegram.

Under these circumstances, can it be fairly said that an appropria-
tlon of $25,000,000, made with these restrictions, would of itself con-
stitute an intelligent and effective means of promoting prohibition
enforcement 7

I note that in your telegram you suggest that the restrictions be
removed and that $25,000,000 be made available to the Becretary of
the Treasury to spend as he sees fit. This, of course, is not the Harria
amendment now pending in Congress; and aside from the fact thas
it would make no provision whatscever for relieving the congestion in
the courts, which to-day constitutes one of the major problems in the
field of prohibition enforcement. I want to suggest whether you consider
it good practice to place so vast a sum in the hands of a public official
with unlimited discretion as to its use? It makes no difference whether
that official be the Secretary of the Treasury or some other chief of an
executive department of Government, I do not believe that adeguate
protection of the public interests and the proper safeguards that should
always surround the expenditure of public funds can fairly be said to
have been provided for if an appropriation of this character is made.
Such a program would break down the safeguards of the Budget sys-
tem, and the effective and proper control which Congress exercises
over the expenditure of the public funds. I think that upon second
consideration you will realize that this is nmot a minor question but a
fundamental oune, and that in the long run, whether in the prohibition
fleld or in any other fleld of government, infinitely more iz lost than
gained if for the sake of accomplishing immediately a purpose, no matter
how desirable, a fundamental prineciple of good government and sound
practice is violated.

LIQUOR LAWS FAIL IN NONPROHIBITION COUNTRIES

They say the law is not enforced in this country. The liguor

traffic does not obey the law in any country at any time, and

The time of the gentleman
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whatever the form of the law, it is not fully effective. I re-
cently read in an Associated Press dispatch how Ontario is
proceeding to limit shipments to our country because thry come
back to them and go through their bootleg channels. The item
reads:

DeTrOIT, November 22 —It was reported to-day that a decision by
W. D, Euler, Canadian Minister of National Revenue, to limit the num-
ber of liquor export docks along the Canadian side of the Detroit river
will result in closing of 20 docks maintained by small exporters.

Euler's decision, according to the newspaper, followed a conference
with 8ir Henry Drayton, chairman of the Ontario Liquor Control Board.

The reason ascribed by the newspaper for reducing the number of
docks to 10 Is that Ontario government officials have found that much
of the liquor consigned to Detroit has been finding its way back into
bootleg channels in Canadian border cities.

I find in another Associated Press dispatch that Bucharest
has discovered that half the population are drinking moonshine
liquor:

HALF OF CITY FOUND USING MOONSHINE-—BUCHAREST OFFICERS SEIZR
WINE MADE OF ANILINE DYE AND SBACCHARINE

BucHAREST, RUMANIA, December 1.—The government has discovered
that half the population of this wine-drinking city has been consuming
moonshine and other adulterated liguors. An epidemic of acute eye
troubles has been traced to the synthetic wines and it has been esti-
mated that the moonshiners have taken in more than $500,000,

Analysis of the fraudulent wine showed that it contained only 1 per
cent of grape juice. Aniline dye, saccharine, and low-grade alcohol
formed the principal basis of the concoction.

I find in the paper this morning that Yugoslavia intends to
take strong measures against alcoholle drinks, even to the extent
of arresting those who drink, becanse of so much excessive
drinking in that nonprohibition country, according to another
Associated Press dispateh :

PLANS LIMIT ON LIQUOR—YUGOSLAY GOVERNMENT TO BAN EXCESSIVE RUM
DRINKING

BELGEADE, YUGOSLAYIA, January 30.—The new government intends to
take strong measures against alcoholic drinks. While total prohibition
is not contemplated, the government, being appalled at the effects attrib-
uted to excessive drinking, has decided to make drunkenness a crime.

Anyone found drunk in a public place will be severely punished, espe-
cially if the offender is a civil servant. Certain repressive measures
included already in the new penal code will be greatly strengthened.

PROHIBITION HAS PROVEN ITSELF HERE

We lack much of having the enforcement desired in this
country, but we are making good progress. Rum row on the
Atlantie coast has practically disappeared, the work on the land
borders is being better organized, and unlawful diversions of
industrial aleohol are being greatly reduced. Those are Federal
problems. The States and the cities have their share of the
responsibility and can not afford to much longer neglect that
responsibility. Better enforcement will bring better results, but
even with such enforcement as we have had, Irving Fisher,
professor of economics at Yale; Henry Ford ; Babson, the great
statistician; and other great authorities agree that it has
proven itself as a great industrial and social benefactor. This
is shown by the fact that deposits in savings banks increased
from thirteen billion in 1919 to twenty-six billion in 1926, and
the number of such accounts from 28,000,000 to 48,000,000.
The number of high-school students increased from 312 per
thousand of children of 14 to 17 to 473 per thousand. The life
insurance increased from $334 per capita to $543. At the same
time the people were using much more generally the necessities
and the luxuries of life.

W, €. T. U, AXD METHODIST BOARD WILLING TO WAIT FOR HOOVER

Our Democratic friends would have you think that all the
dry leadership of the country is clamoring for this amendment.
It is only those excitable bishops of Virginia and these ex-
citable Democrats who are insisting on it,

As a matter of fact, the people I most admire are those de-
voted prohibition advocates, those sainted women who for
vears have battled against overwhelming odds to outlaw the
saloon and who in this last eampaign contributed so much to
the splendid result. I refer to the Women's Christian Temper-
ance Union. [Applause.] Those women are not concerned
about politics. They have no fences to mend, but they are keep-
ing their heads and they are not asking for this $24,000,000.
They trust Hoover and are willing to wait a few weeks for him.
The gentleman from New York [Mr, DavexrorT] was interested
to know their attitude, no statement having come from them,
and so he wired to Mrs. Ella A, Boole, president of the Women’s
Christian Temperance Union, asking her positiou, and she sends
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this telegram in reply, which I have secured his permission to
read to you:

The National Woman's Christian Temperance Union has taken no
stand in the present confused eituntion about the $24,000,000 deficiency
appropriation.

Listen!

Because we are confident the new administration, after eareful study,
will bave its own plans and will present its own needs for money,

[Applause.]

And let me say to any drys that if they will just follow
Herbert Hoover’s leadership they will have a dry record upon
which they can go into any dry district of this country. [Ap-
plause.]

That is not all. I sought an opinion from the Board of Tem-
perance, Prohibition, and Public Morals of the Methodist Epis-
copal Church, nothing having been volunteered by that board,
and Doctor Wilson in reply expressed also their desire not to
add to the existing controversy or become a party to it. He
did say, however:

We take it for granted that the appropriation will not be effectuated
either because of disagreement between the two Houses or because of
presidential veto, and we trust that as soon as possible Congress can
enact well-coneeived legislation allocating necessary funds to the various
departments on the basis of a thorough understanding of the needs.
We take it that such appropriation must rily include idera-
tion of a possible enlargement of the judicial establishment of the
United Btates Government.

The complete letter and extract from Doctor Wilson follow:

Boarp oF TEMPERANCE, PROHIBITION, AND
PueLic MorALS oF THE METHODIST EPiscoPAL CHURCH,
Washington, D. 0., January 29, 1929,

Hon. Lovis C. CRAMTON,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.

Dear Mn. CrRAMTON : In reply to your inqguiry by telephone will say
that the inclosed short comment on the proposal to appropriate twenty-
four or twenty-five million dollars for the purpose of prohibition en-
forcement appeared in the Clip Sheet of January 21. At that time, how-
ever, the proposal was to make this avaflable to the Prohibition Unit
only, and what we said under those circumstances would not now apply.

It is our judgment that any statement by us at this time would
necessarily be subject to such misvepresentation as to be injurious to
the board and to the cause. We would like, therefore, to refrain from
participating in the discussion.

We take it for granted that the appropriation will not be effectuated
either because of disagreement between the two Houses or because
of presidential veto, and we trust that as soon as possible Congress
can enact well-conceived legislation allocating necessary funds to the
various departments on the basis of a thorough understanding of the
needs. We take it that such appropriation must necessarily include
consideration of a possible enlargement of the judicial establishment of
the United States Government.

With best wishes,

Sincerely yours,
CLARENCE TRUE WILSON,
General Fecretary.

TWENTY-FIVE MILLION DOLLARS

The suggestion that the appropriation made available to the Pro-
hibition Unit be increased by $25,000,000 is an evidence of a sincere
determination on the part of Congress that the law be enforced.

We do not believe that $25,000,000 can be wisely used by the Pro-
hibition Unit at the present time. If and when measures are taken
to relieve congestion in the Federal courts, substantial additional sums
might be used to the advantage of the country.

However, there is no doubt that the funds appropriated for prohi-
bition enforcement are insufficlent. Several million dollars, at least,
could be used in educational and investigation activities.

Evidently the whole field of law enforcement should be thoroughly
studied and a conclusion should be reached with regard to the necessities
of the Department of Justice, the Coast Guard, and the Prohibition
Unit. Whatever appropriations are necessary for effective coordinated
effort should eventually be made and no doubt will be made, Those
sums, however, should cover only the legitimate activities of the Federal
Government. The insineere proposal of Senator BrUcr to appropriate
£300,000,000 for the enforcement of the prohibition law by the Federal
Government was simply a publicity “stunt”™ iIn keeping with the
fanatical record of that retiring Senator, (Extract from Clip Sheet.)

Not all the dry leadership has gone to rocking the boat.
Why should it when for the first time a President has been
elected on the platform of preserving and making effective the
eighteenth amendment, and in a few weeks he will be inaugu-
rated?
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ILL-ADVISED APPROPRIATION WOULD BE DISASTROUS TO DRY CAUSE

The superintendent of the Anti-Saloon League in my State has
telegraphed me to support this $24,000,000. I will not admit
fhat he has any better knowledge of the situation here than I
have. I will not yield to him in my devotion to this cause. In
my sober judgment, the appropriation of this $24,000,000, which
no official of the Government has asked for and with no pro-
gram here for its expenditure, would be a setback to the dry
cause that would be disastrous on the eve of the dry adminis-
tration of Herbert Hoover. So I hope that every dry, and I
hope that every man who has any idea of good business admin-
istration of the Government will support the demand to send
this bill to conference without tying the hands of the con-
ferees. [Applause.]

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LaGuarpra]. [Applause.]

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, this is an opportunity I
have long sought. Now is the time for every man to declare
himself on the question of prohibition.

Gentlemen, the last election is over. This question of Raskob
and Al Smith is only a red herring which the demoralized drys
are now drawing across the path.

‘Why, the great leader of the prohibition forces in the House of
Representatives, the distinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.

‘CramTox], talks about prohibition in Yugoslavia, in Rumania,

and in Ontario, but not one word does he say about the dis-
graceful conditions in the State of Michigan.

The question here is not on the rule. The question here is not
on instructing the conferees. The question now is to demonstrate
that prohibition is impossible of enforcement. Whether you ap-
propriate $24,000,000 to-day or not, you will have to do it even-
tually, and, as I have stated on the floor of the IHouse so
many times in the last 10 years, it will cost you $200,000,000 and
$300,000,000 a year before you can convince “those honest and
sincere women of the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union,”
referred to so solicitously by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CrAMTON], that the so-called prohibition leaders and Anti-Saloon
League are faking and to whom they are making misrepresenta-
tions as to its success, that prohibition enforcement has com-
pletely broken down. It is necessary to have additional funds
to prove to some who are not yeét convineed that prohibition
simply can not be enforced.

I believe the only cure for prohibition is prohibition. We
have to apply a homeopathic treatment. Will any of the drys
stand up to-day and say that we have enforcement? Do you
want to countenance the present disgraceful condition?

I admit that my purpose in voting for this appropriation may
be different from that of the dry Members of the House. I
vote for it because I have taken the stand and the attitude that
we must convince the American people that prohibition is a
failure, and the only way to do it is by attempting to enforce it.

Do you not see how the drys are being demoralized? Do you
not see how we have broken their ranks? Do you believe for
a moment that the Anti-Saloon League wants to see this money
appropriated? Not at all; MecBride did not come out for this
appropriation until he was sure that Cramrtox and Coorer and
the rest of the dry leaders here had enough votes to vote it
down., So McBride will go to one-half the people and say,
“ Why, we were for it,” and the dry leaders will go to the other
half and say that they were against it. They are playing the
old Anti-Saloon League game,

Why, it was stated we should not embarrass the President
elect. It was stated this was intended to embarrass him? Are
you afraid to trust Herbert Hoover with $24,000,000? I am
not. I have confidence in the honesty and the ability of Herbert
Hoover and I am not afraid to trust him with this $24,000,000,
and I know that Herbert Hoover is big enough that when we
give him this money, after he will have tried this “noble ex-
periment,” he will come back to the Congress and say, “I can
not enforce this law; the law can not be enforced, and the next
best thing to do is to deal with it constructively and bring
about the necessary modification that will make the law pos-
gible of enforcement.” [Applause.]

The situation to-day marks a turning point in the history of
prohibition. It is a condition that many of us who realize that
prohibition as a national proposition was not feasible and was
not enforceable anticipated. We opposed it from the first day of
its enactment. It ean not be said, however, that we opposed
it by refusing appropriations or hampering its enforcement.
For 10 years I have constantly advised my colleagues that the
law was not being enforced. I have repeatedly brought to the
attention of Congress case after case, instance after instance
of official graft and corruption. I have exposed here on the
floor of the House wholesale violations running into millions
of dollars. I have brought here facts and figures showing a
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universal and general disregard of the law. To-day the propo-
sition is: Are the drys, the supporters of prohibition, the
champions of prohibition, ready to admit defeat or are they
ready to have or to take one more chance and see what they
can do? Oh, gentlemen, you wiill remember the early days
of prohibition up to only a very few months ago, the dry lead-
ers of this House taking the floor and demanding enforcement,
asking for appropriations to carry out the mandate of the pro-
hibition law.

You can still remember the applause which followed every
statement asking for enforcement. I pointed out so many
times, aud I repeat at the risk of becoming tiresome, that there
is no attempt made by the Federal Government to enforce pro-
hibition in many of the States of the Union. Of the 500 largest
cities in the United States, 480 of them have never seen a
single, solitary prohibition agent. If this is a national law, it
is a law for all of the United States, and not only a law for the
city of New York, the city of Chicago, the city of St. Louis, or
the city of Philadelphia. It can not be said after 10 years of
trial that the department does not know how to spend the in-
creased appropriations, The testimony of General Andrews,
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, still a matter of record,
the recent testimony of Doctor Doran, Commissioner of Pro-
hibition, indicate that the present appropriations are insuffi-
clent, and not even enough to permit them to scratch the
surface.

The drys to-day are demoralized and routed; they are di-
vided. It is the first big defeat that they have encountered;
but, gentlemen, they have not yet surrendered. We must go
through this costly process of appropriating additional $24,000,-
000, and next year perhaps $50.000,000 more. The present cost
of prohibition is in the neighborhood of $50,000,000 or $60,000,-
000. It will soon be, no matter what we do to-day, $100,000,000
and $150,000,000 a year. To commence to patrol the Canadian
border, the Mexican border, and the semblance of a Coast Guard
along the Aflantic and Pacific Oceans will run the appro-
priations to $300,000,000. The dry Congressmen know that,
the professional drys know that; but there are a great many
people in this conntry—sincere drys—who are being deceived,
who are being told that prohibition is a success, who are being
told that the law is being enforced—these good people are not
yvet convinced. Costly as it may be, we must appropriate addi-
tional funds. Let the professional drys, let the dry Congress-
men, try anything that they will, employ as large a force as
they desire, and the conditions will be just as rotten then as
they are to-day. There is not a State, a city, county, or village
in which liquor is not sold. The consumption is so great that
a conservative estimate fixes an amount of $1,000,000 a day
which passes hands in the shape of corruption and graft to
Federal, State, and municipal officials. Such a condition is
intolerable. Such a state of affairs is disgraceful and de-
moralizing to established government.

What is the position of the drys to-day? If they should take
these funds, the responsibility is upon them in making good or
admitting that prohibition is a failure. If they refuse the addi-
tional funds, they countenance the existing condition, which
stands as a living example and the positive proof that prohibi-
tion is a failure. It is either admitting failure to-day or admit-
ting failure to-morrow. Naturaly a good many drys run to
cover, Their only stock in trade is at stake. If they can delay
the day, their political power is extended just so long. They
will vote down this appropriation, then return to their home
towns and talk about terrible wet New York and talk about
only the aliens violating the law, and continue to tell their con-
stituents what a success prohibition is. Given the additional
appropriation, responsibility of enforecing the law rests upon
them, and I again repeat they must make good or admit failure.
I care not whether this additional fund was injected into the
bill for political reasons or not., It goes to show the danger of
prohibition, its enormous cost, how it will disarrange all
budgetary arrangements, how it will make further reduction of
taxes impossible, how it will impose unheard of burden on the
shoulders of the taxpayers, how it will disrupt organized gov-
ernment. Naturally, the drys are in confusion to-day, and it
would behoove the wets to keep the drys agoing, to keep their
ranks broken, to press hard now that we have them on the run.
Unfortunately, the wets are divided. Naturally, every Member
has the right to vote according to his best judgment. I ean not
see, however, how any wet desirous of bringing about a change
by proper legislative or constitutional channels can fail to avail
himself of this opportunity. It is true that by voting for these
appropriations a Member from a wet distriet might be misun-
derstood, It is true that the full meaning and importance of
this appropriation may not be generally understood. Every
statesman must take the risk of being misunderstood tem-
porarily in the course of bringing about reforms and changes
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which he seeks. I know that people will come into my district
and misrepresent my attitude. They did that last year, but my
constituents are too intelligent to be misled by any misstate-
ment or by deliberate lies, whether the speaker is drunk “or
sober when he makes those statements. I am not afraid of
facing the situation. I am sent here to bring about a modifica-
tion of prohibition, and I may properly use every technical, par-
liamentary, legislative, and lawful means available to bring
about that change.

The people that I represent want law reform, not law viola-
tions. So the wets to-day have this opportunity presented to
themselves. As we divide, we take that course which will here-
after classify us in this great fight. By voting for this appropria-
tion, we act as statesmen bent upon bringing about a change in
the existing intolerable conditions. By voting against it, one
is willing to be classified as a congressional gigolo willing to
dance at the snap of a bootlegger's*fingers. [Laughter,]

There iz a difference in being a wet seeking to bring about a
modification of prohibition, and simply being a wet willing to
make things easier for the unlawful sale and consumption of
poison alcohol.

The letter fronr the Secretary of the Treasury either to Sen-
ator WARREN or to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. ANTHONTY,
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations of the House]
was anything but convincing. If after 10 years he does not
know how to use additional funds,-then he should come out and
say frankly that prohibition is a failure, and as part of the
administration ask the President of the United States to inform
Congress of the entire breakdown of prohibition, the impossi-
bility of its enforcement, and for legislative action to remedy the
existing condition by bringing about a safe and sane policy of
liquor control which will permit the sale of wines and beer and
stop the present wholesale consumption of hard liquor and
poison alecohol. If he is not willing to take that stand at the
present time, then, as I pointed out in nry remarks of January
23, 1929, he can use every penny of the additional $24,000,000
in an attempt to enforce the law, or he can use $3,000,000 of
this appropriation right in the city of Washington without in
the slightest creating inconvenience to “ official ” Washington.
He can use several million dollars in the city of Detroit, whose
Representatives in Congress, known as dry leaders, to-day are
opposing this appropriation. He can use several million dollars
in denaturing plants and supervision of permittees using poison
alcohol and prevent hundreds of thousands of gallons—yes, mil-
lions of gallons—of poison alecohol being diverted into beverages.

As a wet who is convinced that the present prohibition law
is a failure, I shall vote for this appropriation in the course of
trying out this so-called experiment and convincing the American
people that, regardless of the millions of dollars that are being
spent, it can not be enforced, and that a modification of the law
is not only necessary but inevitable. [Applause.]

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. O'CoNxNor].

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Speaker, it has not been
necessary for me to consult with Doector McBride, or the
Women's Christian Temperance Union, or Doctor Wilson and his
board of Methodist “moralists,” or with anybody else as to
how I should vote. I could not very well consult with any
bootlegger because all the bootleggers are in the Republiean
Party. They constitute the nucleus of the Republican organiza-
tion in my city of New York, Every bootlegger voted for Her-
bert Hoover. [Laughter and applause.]

The chairman of the Rules Committee, of which T am a mem-
ber, has said that there are four classes of people who favor
this amendment. He said the first class is composed of the
hysterical “drys.” If I am hysterical at all I certainly am not
aridly so. [Laughter.] I think he meant the Members who
are afraid of Doctor MeBride—I do not know what kind of a
“dector” he is, but he certainly has a lot of sick patients on
his hands to-day. [Laughter.] Then the distinguished chair-
man said the second class are the bitter wets, who tried the
other day to adopt the amendment for $250,000,000 more to
enforce prchibition. As you all know, I have been somewhat
opposed to prohibition. I voted and spoke against that $250,-
000,000 appropriation, as I am going to vote fo-day for the
rule and against this $24,000,000 appropriation. [Applause.]

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Sxei] said the third
class was composed of Members who wanted to rehabilitate
themselves in their distriets. That can not possibly include me.

Then he said the fourth class were those who wanted to em-
harrass the new President. I can assure him I would not do
that. The leaders of my party have no intentions of doing so,
We wish him success and hope he brings to this Government
the best administration—and God knows we need it—that the
country has ever had. [Applause.]
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Now, there is a certain atmosphere here in which men are
struggling between fear and doubt—fear of the lash, fear of
this MeBride, who, in Collier’'s of last week, said to Herbert
Hoover : * If yon do not do as we tell you to do, four years from
now you are going to be greatly embarrased”; a common, vul-
gar person threatening the head of the Government of the
United States!

My position now is and always has been that I do not believe
the American people want this law enforced. I do not know of
a solitary individual who wants it enforced against himself or
his friends. I do not believe that any amount of money will
enforce it. I want Members of the Bightieth Congress to read
the debates in the Seventieth Congress, and they will, I am sure,
look back and say, “ How could they ever think of it?"” Be-
cause I am confident that in the Hightieth Congress not a single
dollar will be appropriated to enforce the prohibition law. I
am sure that is the way tHis law is going to be “repealed”
and “modified.”

There is much talk of figures. Somebody has said here to-day
that only 15 per cent of the people of this country are wet. Let
me say that no law passed by this legislative body or any other
legislature can be enforced if 15 per cent of the people are
opposed to it—or even 10 per cent. Assume you have ten or
fifteen million people—I think the more exact figures will be
fifty or sixty million people—but let us assume there are only
10,000,000 people opposed to it. You can not enforce it, because
there must be something fundamentally wrong with any law
when any considerable number of people are opposed to it. You
do not have that trouble with any other laws. You do not have
to appropriate $35,000,000 to enforce any other law. I would
not vote for $24,000,000 to enforce any law, no matter what it
provided, because I know that the mere fact that you require
that much money to enforce it is proof positive that your law
is fundamentally wrong and not consonant with the wishes of
the American people. [Applause.]

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. DoveHTON].

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
revise and extend my remarks, and in that connection I also
ask unanimous consent to incorporate as a part of my remarks
a telegram from Judge Johnson J. Hays, of the middle district
of North Carolina, bearing on this question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. RAMSEYER). The gentle-
man from North Carolina asks uranimous consent to revise
and extend his remarks and in that connection incorporate a
telegram, Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House,
no question now before the American people is of greater im-
portance than that of prohibition. It affects the moral, social,
and industrial life of the Nation to a greater degree perhaps
than any other subject.

In the recent national campaign, while both parties endeav-
ored tc prevent the prohibition issue being made paramount,
yet it was perhaps more widely discussed and had a greater
bearing upon the result than any other one issue.

The subject under consideration to-day is whether or not the
Congress will take a forward step toward better enforcement of
this much-discussed law—whether or not it will provide addi-
tional funds for its effective enforcement. While there are
honest differences of opinion as to the success or failure of the
prohibition law, every fair-minded person must admit that up
to the present time it has never had a fair trial. Those who
have opposed the law from its inception—and I do not guestion
their honesty—stoutly maintain that the law can not be en-
forced and that it is a loss of effort and waste of money to make
further attempts in the direction of enforcement. But in my
judgment a great majority of the American people believe in
the law. They believe with partial enforcement it has accom-
plished much good, and with better enforcement the benefits of
the law will be much greater and more fully realized.

If the law is ever to succeed and its ordained purpose to be
accomplished, violators of the law must be apprehended, tried,
and punished. Probable apprehension, speedy trial, and severe
punishment must stare violators in the face before the law will
ever succeed and accomplish the results for which it was
enncted.

It is the duty of Congress to provide adequate funds whereby
those who willfully and persistently violate this law can and
will be apprehended. It is then the duty of the executive de-
partment of the Government to carry out the will of Congress,
and in so far as it is humanly possible and reasonable bring the
violators into court, and if this is done I am certain within a
very short time the merits of the law will be fully established
and its purpose and intention vindicated.
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If the Congress provides the machinery by placing at the dis-
posal of the Treasury Depariment the necessary funds for the
effective enforcement of the law, I have mo doubt whatever but
that the judicial arm of the Government—the Federal courts—
will administer sufficient punishment to make the law the same
success and give it the same dignity and standing as other laws.

In the State of North Carolina, which I have the honor in
part to represent, the alibi of those in charge of enforcement,
and I believe it is a just one, is that the force is not sufficient
to cope with those who violate the law. With 100 counties in
our State there are only about 30 men employed to enforce the
prohibition law. Everyone knows who is at all familiar with
the subject that this force can not, no matter how diligently and
honestly it strives to do so, bring to the bar of justice any con-
siderable number of those who make it a business and earn their
livelihood by the illicit manufacture of and traffic in intoxicating
liguors. Certainly not fewer than two men on the average to
each county can make any reasonable progress whatever toward
the enforcement of the law, as the Government enforcement offi-
cers have to contend with a highly organized, intelligent, and
well-financed group of offenders.

It is frequently charged by those who oppose prohibition that
further appropriations should not be made for the reason that
those employed in the enforcement of this law are unfaithful,
dishonest, and do not seriously attempt to enforce the law, In
other words, that they accept bribes and close their eyes-to the
flagrant violations.

My knowledge of those who are engaged in the very difficult
work of apprehending and bringing to trial the professional
moonshiners and bootleggers is that this wholesale denunciation
and criticism is nnwarranted. They certainly have a very diffi-
cult position to fill, and in my State, I believe, as a whole they
are as faithful and honest as other enforcement officers.

If the executive department of the Government will strengthen
jts force, capture those who are violating the prohibition law,
the courts in our State will adeguately punish the guilty. When
this is done the violations will not be so frequent, and fewer
men will take the risk of engaging in the business.

Judge Johnson J. Hayes, of the middle district of North
Carolina, a very able and upright judge, has wired Senator
OveErMAN urging that this amendment be adopted and that the
appropriation of $24,000,000 be made. Judge Hayes was for a
considerable time solicitor in the State of North Carolina, and
it was his duty to prosecute all those who were charged with
criminal offenses. In the prosecution of the State docket he
became acquainted with the violators of our State prohibition
law, and is perhaps as familiar with the prohibition subject in
all its relations and aspects as any man in the United States,
and he maintains the one great need is larger appropriations
and more men with which to run dewn and bring to justice
those who are professional violators of the national prohibition
law.

Judge Hayes's telegram to Senator OVERMAN:

Trust you wlill use your influence to secure passage of the Harris pro-
hibition appropriation. This amount should treble the present nmumber
of agents. In my opinfon, this is wise legislation and will meet the
necessities in roral communities such as our district.

Those who oppose this amendment do so under the pretense
that the money can not be successfully and effectively used until
greater knowledge is gained of the real situation. However, if
they have not within the past eight years become familiar with
the true situation, they certainly never will do so. There are
many who believe prohibition will not be enforced successfully
while left in the Treasury Department. A recent communica-
tion by the Secretary of the Treasury to Congress has confirmed
many in that belief. The American people are determined,
however, that the prohibition law shall be enforced and that
those in authority must be left with no excuse for half-hearted,
insincere efforts in the direetion of law enforcement.

Mr. Speaker, it is the old subterfuge of those who try to con-
ceal their own duplicity to allege that those differing with them
are ingincere, There has been an obvious manifestation of that
spirit here to-day. Those opposing this appropriation are in-
consistent when they hypocritically profess that they are sincere
in their desire to see the prohibition law enforced and that
those who differ with them are trying to play polities. It is
aih\!;:fs good politics for any party or any individual to do
rig

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, DOUGHTON. Yes. I gladly yield to my friend Judge
CRrisp.

Mr, ORISP. The country manifested its approval of Mr.
Hoover, and I have confidence in him. If this amendment
should be carried and the $24,000,000 appropriated, will this not
be the effect of it : If Mr. Hoover, as President, desires the money
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to enforce the law and he sees where he can advantageously
use it, he will use it. If he does not, he will not use it and
it will remain in the Treasury and none of it will be expended.
But it will simply evidence to him and the country that Con-
gress desires to give him all the money he may need to enforce
the law.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr., Speaker, I thank my colleagune for
his very illuminating and timely statement. There is not any
doubt but what Mr. Hoover, the incoming President, can use
this money if he sees fit to do so, If not, it can remain in the
Treasury.

While there is nothing in the record of Mr. Hoover up to the
time he became a candidate for the Presidency to indicate that
he is a real prohibitionist, yet from the declarations he made
during the eampaign one would infer he is in sympathy with
the law and will endeavor to have it enforced. Up fo the time
he became a candidate, so far as I have been able to ascertain,
he had never identified himself with the prohibition ecause,
never made a prohibition speech, or written a magazine article
on the subject of prohibition. He had no record whatever as to
prohibition, He had been connected with the present adminis-
tration, and so far as is known was in sympathy with all its
policies. In fact, he so expressed himself in his campaign
utterances, and everyone knows that the present administration
has made no earnest, determined effort to enforce the prohibi-
tion law. I will not say it has not been honest, as charged by
some, as I do not question a man’s honesty unless I have the
greatest and gravest provocation to do so.

In my judgment a great majority of the American people are
determined that the prohibition law shall have a fair trial
and that a much greater effort shall be made in the future
than in the past to have the law enforced, and everyone at all
familiar with the subject knows that the first step essential in
a campaign for better enforcement is an adequate appropriation
to earry forward the work in a determined and successful
manner.

Doctor Doran, Commissioner of Prohibition, has said that
more money is necessary for the better enforcement of the law.
Those in charge of the Coast Guard and who are endeavoring to
prevent the smuggling of intoxicating liquors in this country
plead as an excuse for their failure that they do not have suffi-
cient boats at their command with which to run down those
who are engaged in the violation of the law along the Atlantie
coast. I would much rather have the word of Doctor Doran,
Admiral Willard, and Judge Johnson J. Hayes, who know by
actual experience and by direct contact what is needed for the
proper administration of the law, than the honorable Secretary
of the Treasury, a man whose time and attention is occupied
by numerous other duties and responsibilities and who gives
little or no attention to the enforcement of prohibition. In faet,
Mr. Mellon, before he became Secretary of the Treasury,
is reputed to have been the largest distiller in the world, and
his heart has never been in the work so far as enforcement
of this law is concerned.

If this appropriation is not made now, Mr. Hoover, when he
becomes President on the 4th of March, will find himself with-
out sufficient funds to proceed with the enforcement of prohi-
bition. It is understood that an extra session of Congress, if
one is called, will deal only with the matters of tariff and farm
relief, therefore, the question of prohibition will not receive
consideration and no appropriation will be made before Congress
meets next December in regular session. Of course, it will be
several months after that before anything will be done. If the
money is provided now the new administration will have no
excuse, If a survey is needed or a commiftee is to be ap-
pointed to look into the matter and make a report to Congress,
it can be done during the summer, so when Congress meets in
December all the information will be at hand, and the President
can make his recommendation and Congress can proceed in the
light of the facts that have been adduced. There is everything
to gain and nothing to lose by making the appropriation now
and those who are trying to prevent the passage of this bill,
whether intentionally or unintentionally, are playing into the
hands and strengthening the arms of those trying to discredit
the law and making it harder and more difficuit as the days go
by for it to ever be enforced.

The issue will not down. It must be squarely met and in my
opinion the great body of the American people who believe in
prohibition and believe it can be enforced will hold in disgust
and contempt any further half-hearted sham baftles with re-
spect to the enforcement of this most important law.

Mr. MICHENER, Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. TEMPLE],

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker, my own attitude toward this
prohibition question is I think fairly well known. I was a
Member of the House in 1913, when ao attempt was made to
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send the prohibition amendments to the States. We had a ma-
jority, but not two-thirds, and it went no further, I voted for
prohibition at that time, I voted for the present eighteenth
amendment when it was sent to the States. I voted for the
Volstead law for the enforcement of that amendment. I have
voted and expect to vote for every appropriation for the enforce-
ment of that law, but I shall not vote for the $24,000,000 pro-
posed in the present amendment. [Applause.]

No estimates have been made as to any amount needed that
would include this appropriation. At the beginning of this ses-
sion of Congress, after the President had sent us his annual
message, he did send a separate message giving estimates of the
amount needed for the whole executive branch of the Govern-
ment, including the Prohibition Burean. For that bureau the
estimate was $§13,400,000. Including the amount used in pro-
hibition work by other organizations, such as the Coast Guard,
the customs officers, the border patrol, the Federal courts,
apportioning the amount spent by each of them in prohibition
cases, the total amount spent for prohibition is something like
$30,000,000 or $35,000,000 a year. That is not a staggering sum,
It would nof appall me if we appropriated twice as much,

If no estimates have come to us from the executive branch
of the Government, which is the recognized mode of bringing
appropriation questions before the House, the only approved
mode sinece we adopted the Budget system, how did this pro-
posal originate?

Mr. Doran, when he appeared before the Appropriations Com-
mittee, was asked whether he could enforce prohibition, whether
the work of the Prohibition Bureau could be effectively done
with the amount the Budget Bureau estimated to be necessary,
$13,400,000. He said, “ Yes.” When he was further inquired
of, he did say that if Congress wanted to change its whole
policy and go into general police work, it would take $300,000,-
000 and a network of United States courts. Everybody knows
that the general police work of the country is not administered
by the National Government but by the States and municipali-
ties; and the National Government has no authority to do it
except as the eighteenth amendment gives it police power in
the one matter of prohibition. Some one seized on that state-
ment that $300,000,000 would be necessary for the general police
work of the country, with a great network of United States
courts, and, whether intentionally or otherwise, misrepresented
the statement of Mr. Doran. When the Treasury appropriation
bill came back to the House from the Senate it had in it an
amendment inereasing the amount for prohibition to $270,000,-
000, if my memory is correct. The rules of the House forbid me
to say that that amendment was offered in the Senate in a
spirit of sarcasm, and therefore I shall not say it. The amend-
ment disappeared in the conference committee. Now. we have
a proposal in the deficiency appropriation bill for $24,000,000,
in addition to the $13,400,000 asked for by the President, and
for this additional sum no estimate has been made, no informa-
tion hns been given as to how it might be expended, and the
head of the prohibition enforcement bureau says, I am told,
that he would not know how to spend it. It would provide no
additional judges, because the number of Federal judges is fixed
by law. It would not increase the number of courts and it is
in the courts that the congestion is found. The number of offi-
cers appointed in the various divisions and departments and
bureaus of the executive branch of the Government is fixed by
law, and no legislation is proposed by which the number would
be increased.

It is proposed simply to throw $24,000,000 out into the dark
in the hope that it may somehow hit the bootlegger and inflict
a deadly wound on his unlawful traffic. 1 do not propose to
throw money away in that fashion. I will vote for another
proposal among the Senate amendments to this bill if I have a
chance, It asks for $250,000 to pay the expenses of a com-
mission of inguiry which it is expected Mr. Hoover will ap-
point for the purpose of investigating the whole question and
proposing the best methods of enforeing the eighteenth mmend-
ment. When the investigation is made, if it is shown that
twenty-four millions or twice that sum would be necessary to
enforce prohibition, I shall vote for it. As I have said, my
own attitude on the guestion is well known. People have told
me that if I vote against the appropriation that my dry friends .
will misunderstand it. For two reasons, my dry friends will
not misunderstand it. Those people have confidence in me and
will not misunderstand my attitude. Secondly, if they had no
confidence in me, they are intellizent people and will under-
stand the situnation when they know the facts. Being on the
ground and in closer contact with the legislative situation in
Congress, I know the faets just now better than they do, and
I vote according to my own judgment, [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The time of the gentlemnn has
expired.
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Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr, Speaker, the gentleman from North
Carolina requested me to take charge of the time, and I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. ByYrNs].
[Applause.]

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I regret very much that some
of those who have discussesd this question have sought to
give it a political turn. [Laughter.] I am particularly sur-
prised at the remarkable speech of the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CeamToN], my friend and a gentleman for whom I
have a very great respect. Really after all, it was the only
kind of a speech the gentleman from Michigan could make on
the subject, because heretofore he has assumed the leadership
of the dry forces in the Congress. But the gentleman in his
remarks put himself in the rather unfortunate position of
voting to refuse to trust the President, in whose election he
was very largely influential, with $24,000,000 if he needs it in
order to carry out the promise that he made to the people
that he would enforce this law if he was elected President of
the United States. [Applause.] The gentleman from Michi-
gan says that there are some at the other end of the Capitol,
and possibly some in the House who are seeking to rehabilitate
the Democratic party by supporting this amendment. The
gentleman referred to a number at the other end of the Capitol
who had supported this amendment, but he failed to refer to
his own two distinguished Republican United States Senators
from the State of Michigan who heartily supported it as the
Recorp shows, and I wondered if those gentlemen are to be
accused of endeavoring to rehabilitate the party to which they
do not belong. You can not throw dust in the eyes of the
people of this country and those who believe in honest enforce-
ment of this law whether they are wet or dry by statements of
that kind. This is a plain, simple proposition. It has been
testified before your committee that the enforcement bureaus
have not sufficient funds to enforce the law.

Doctor Doran stated that he needed more money to properly
enforce it. Admiral Billard, head of the Coast Guard, an
honest and highly efficient officer of the Government, charged
with preventing the smuggling of intoxieating liquor on the
seas into this country, declared that he was not able effectively
to prevent the smuggling of liqguors on the Atlantic coast, and
that, as a matter of fact, he was not doing anything upon the
Pacific coast. He said he was not able to do so because he did
not have sufficient boats and a sufficient force at his command.
And that is not all. The Secretary of the Treasury wrote a
letter on January 21, 1929, which was widely published over
the country. The Secretary of the Treasury for eight years
has been at the head of that department charged with the en-
forcement of this law, and, if rumor is true, is going to be at
the head of it for the next four years. He said among other
things in this letter:

As 1 pointed out in my letter of January 12 to Senator WARREN,
prohibition enforcement does not rest solely upon the Burean of Pro-
hibition but its success depends largely on the ecooperation afforded by
the Coast Guard, the Customs SBervice, and the border patrol, and, what
is even of more vital importance, on the possibility of bringing to trial
cases prepared by the Prohibition Bureau and ready for trial. What 1
endeavored to point out in my letter to SBenator WarrgN is that the
Harris amendment makes the additional funds available to the Prohibj-
tion Bureau only and restricts the uses by that bureau with no discre-
tion in the Secretary of the Treasury. There are now 21,000 liguor
cases pending in the Federal courts and causing congestion, with no
relief in sight., The Customs Service needs additional guards in the
principal ports and the border patrol needs strengthemning, while in so
far as the Coast Guard is concerned, Admiral Billard is at present under-
taking a survey as to the ships needed to replace a number of destroyers
whose usefulness has been pretty nearly exhausted, and is prepared to
recommend an inerease in the commissioned personnel of the Coast
Guard. The Harris amendment would not make funds available for
any of these purposes, nor could the additional money provided for be
used for the educational purposes which you emphasize In your telegram.

Thereupon in order to meet the objections of the Secretary
of the Treasury the Senator from Georgia changed his amend-
ment so as to place this fund in the hands of the President
himself, who is at the head of all the departnents, with full
power to allocate all or any part of it to any department or
bureau charged with the enforcement of the national prohibition
act. It was passed by the Senate in that form, and that is the
amendment which is pending before the House at this time. In
the face of these plain admissions how are you Republicans
going to justify your refusal to put this sum at the disposal of
Mr, Hoover, whom you supported last November?

If he needs this sum to enforce the law and make good his
pledges to the people, then he should have it, and as a Demo-
crat I am willing to vote it, If he does not need it, he will not
have to expend it; and I, for one, am willing to trust him,
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whatever may be your opinion of him. And yet distinguished
gentlemen like the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Coorer] and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Tempre] and the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr., CramToN], who are dry, who have
always heretofore earnestly advocated the enforcement of this
law, ask Congress, in the face of these statements of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, Admiral Billard, and Doctor Doran,
who are charged with the enforcement of this law to wait six
or eight months, or possibly a year and a half, in order that a
survey may be made.

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes.

Mr. TEMPLE. Would the passage of this $24,000,000 amend-
ment permit Admiral Billard to increase the commissioned per-
sonnel of the Coast Guard?

Mr. BYRNS. Undoubtedly it would, because this amendment
provides that the $24,000,000 shall not be placed in the hands
of the Secretary of the Treasury but in the hands of the Presi-
dent himself, with power to allocate it to any department where
he may think it is necessary.

Mr. TEMPLE. Could that be done without legislation?

Mr. BYRNS. Yes; so far as the border patrol and the Coast
Guard are concerned. I regret that I have not the time to yield
further. Let me say this to the gentleman from Pennsylvania,
and also to the gentleman from Michigan, who said that this
amendment as passed by the Senate would not permit the
money to be used anywhere except by the Prohibition Bureau
in the Treasury Department. I ‘differ with these gentlemen,
because, as I have stated, it provides that it shall be placed in
the hands of the President, who will be Mr. Hoover after March
4, with power to allocate it to any department over which he
has charge.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. Ina moment. In order to satisfy the gentleman
from Michigan I want to tell him and those who profess to be
in favor of the enforcement of this law that if he will join
those who are seeking to give the President of the United
States the money which he needs to carry out the promises
made to the people and if he will help to vote down the motion
for the previous question on this rule, he will have an oppor-
tunity to vote for an amendment which I will offer if I can
secure recognition and which will remove every element of
doubt which may exist in the mind of the gentleman as to the
power of the President to use this appropriation in any depart-
ment where he may think it is needed. The amendment I pro-
pose to offer reads as follows:

For the enforcement of the eighteenth amendment, the national
prohibition act and supplemental acts, the tariff acts, and all laws
pertaining to the traffic in intoxicating lquors and narcoties, the sum
of $24,000,000 or such portion thereof as the President may deem
useful, to be expended in the diseretion of the President through the
Department of Justice, Coast Guard, Customs Bureau, Prohibition
Bureau; and he may allot a sofficient sum or amount to the Civil
Service Commission for the examination and investigation of eligibles
for employment in the enforcement of such laws in the various agencies
above mentioned, in accordance with existing law, and to remain avail
able until June 30, 1930,

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. I can not. Certainly that will satisfy the ob-
jection which the gentleman from Michigan raises to the amend-
ment adopted by the Senate and I appeal to him to help vote
down the motion for the previous question so that there may be
an opportunity to offer it.

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BYRNS. In a moment. The gentleman did not yield
wul:len he was on the floor, and I greatly regret that I have not
time.

Certainly that will satisfy the objection raised by the gentle-
man from Michigan with reference- to the power of the Presi-
dent of the United States to allocate this fund to those agencies
which have charge of the enforcement of the eighteenth amend-
ment and the prohibition laws passed thereunder,

Why, my distingunished friend, for whom I have a high
regard—the gentleman from Pemnnsylvania [Mr. TEMPLE]—says
we have no estimate. For eight years this condition of non law
enforcement has continued. The excuse is now given that there
has not been sufficient money provided to enforce this law.

The SPEAKER pro tempote. The time of the gentlenman from
Tennessee has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
three minutes. That is all I can yield.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Tennessee
is recognized for three minutes more. =

Mr. BYRNS., For eight years they have not had sufficient
money, according to Admiral Billard and Mr. Doran, and yet
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year after year the Secretary of the Treasury and the President
have come to Congress asking for the same amount they had the
year before. How are you, whether you are wet or dry, but who
believe in the enforcenrent of the law—how are you going to
vote the money which they say is required if you are to follow
the suggestion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
TempLE], and wait until an estimate is submitted? [Applause.]
We who are charged with some responsibility in this matter can
not hide behind such a suggestion as that, when the facts are
before us. In view of these facts, why has not the Secretary of
the Treasury and the President asked for more funds?

This is not unusual. Congress appropriates §10,000,000 to be
used as a defense fund by the Shipping Board in the discretion
of the President; Congress appropriates $58,000,000 for rivers
and harbors, to be expended under the direction of the Secretary
of War, and in the last analysis by the President of the United
States; Congress authorized an appropriation of $325,000,000 for
flood control, which is to be expended by the Chief of Engineers
under the authority and direction of the President of the United
States; Congress places $200,000,000 in the hands of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury for public buildings without power to say
where it shall be expended. Why, then, can we not put
$24,000,000 in the hands of the President for the better enforce-
ment of the Volstead law if he needs it? Is there anything so
peculiar about this appropriation as to distinguish it from these
other appropriations, which these gentlemen, now so strenuously
objecting because there are no requests or estimates, supported
without question? The appropriation carried in this bill for the
Prohibition Unit is $13,000,000,

True, we had a statement before the Committee on Appro-
priations as to how they expected to spend it. But we all know
they are not bound by that statement. This is simply giving
this power to the President of the United States. We Demo-
crats who voted for another candidate last year are willing to
trust him, and I want to ask you Republicans on this side of
the Chamber why are you unwilling to trust him with the
expenditure of this money in such manner as he may think
wise? If he does not need it, I have confidence enough in him,
and you should have confidence enough in him, to know that
he will not spend it; but if you do not pass it now and wait
for a survey there will be no appropriation until the next
annual bill, and that bill will not go into effect until July 1,
1930. It is already known, according to the statement of the
Secretary of the Treasury, that something is needed for the
Coast Guard and the border patrol, and it should not take 48
hours to determine what amount is needed. If you favor the
enforecement of this law, why wait until July, 1930, to meet the
positive needs of the present hour?

Let us vote this appropriation for the President in the in-
terest of the enforcement of this law which is on the statute

books. [Applause.]
*  Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, Newron].  [Applause.]

Mr. NEWTON. Mr. Speaker, the remarks just made by the
gentleman from Tennessee afford ample confirmation of the
claim made at the start of this debate that politics rather than
law enforcement was the moving spirit behind this $24,000,000
provision. The approval with which the gentleman’s plea was
received on my right clearly indicates the popularity of the
cause of political rehabilitation of certain Democratic leaders
in Tennessee, Oklahoma, Texas, North Carolina, Virginia, and
Florida, 1 might also add, in view of the very close resulis
last election, in both Georgia and Alabama.

Mr. GREEN. What about Massachusetts and Rhode Island?

Mr. NEWTON. In any event, on the exchange we got more
electoral votes than we lost.

Mr. GREEN. And more than you will ever get again.

Mr. NEWTON. Yes; if we follow your lead and play your
game, which we are not going to do.

Mr. Speaker, just what is the situation? Here it is in brief:
When we convened in December the estimates were received
from the Treasury Department, including the prohibition serv-
ice for prohibition enforcement. These estimates went to the
Committee on Appropriations, of which the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Byrns] is a very distingnished member. That
committee reported to the Hounse. There was no substantial
change in the estimates for prohibition enforcement. The bill
was debated and considered; possibly there was the usunal talk
against prohibition from some of our New York City colleagues.
The bill passed without any request from the gentleman from
Tennessee that it be increased to the extent of $24,000,000. If
there had been necd of this additional amount, certainly we
would then have heard from the gentleman from Tennessec.

This bHl then went over to the other end of the Capitol,
where without debate $250,000,000 was added for prohibition
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enforcement. As I recall it, this was stricken out in con-
ference.

Shortly after the first of the year, the urgent deficiency bill,
this measure, was considered in the House. So far as I can
recall, there was no suggestion on the part of anyone of adding
$24,000,000 to enforce the prohibition laws. It went over to the
other end of the Capitol, where, on the floor of that body, an
amendment was offered and agreed to appropriating $24,000,000
more for “inereasing the enforcemrent force.” In the meantime
there had been no request on the part of the Hxecutive branch
of the Government for more money, neither had there been any
additional estimates furnished. Twenty-four million dollars is
a large sum of money. The universal practice is for Congress
not to appropriate even a small sum of money unless the need
therefor is substantiated by appropriate estimates or detailed
requests from responsible administrative officials, How often
has the gentleman from Tennessee admonished us to stand by
the Budget and to wait for departmental estimates even upon
amendments involving $100,000? Twenty-nine other amend-
ments were put on this measure at the other end of the Capitol,
further substantially increasing the amount appropriated by this
deficiency bill.

Under those circumstances, the universal practice in this
House is to go to conference where each and every item that was
changed in the other body can be thoroughly discussed and
either eliminated or agreed to, with a recommendation to that
effect to both House and Senate. It is almrost the universal
practice to do so. The gentleman in charge of this bill endeav-
ored to do so day before yesterday. If there is any need of this
appropriation, surely it would not be jeopardized in the usual
conference between House and Senate. This course of procedure
was deliberately stopped and prevented by objection from the
minority. It, therefore, became necessary for us to ask the
Rules Committee to bring in a rule which would permit this bill
with the Senate amendments to go to the conference which the
Senate has requested.

In brief, that is the situation. Why then so much debate
about a proposition so obvious? The answer is not in a desire
for prohibition enforcement, but to politically rehabilitate the
fast-fading fortunes of the Democratic Party and some of its
leaders in the South, and that, Mr. Speaker, is the reason and
the only reason. The political fortunes of sonre of these leaders
of the minority, because of the position they fook before the
action of the convention at Houston, and possibly later, are in
a bad way. They need immediate relief. '

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. NEWTON. I am sorry I ean not, because the gentle-
man from Texas needs no rehabilitation.

Mr. HUDSPETH. When the gentleman speaks of rehabili-
tation in Texas, who needs rehabilitation in Texas? There are
18 Democratic Congressmen who came here from that State
with the usual Democratic majorities. That being so, who
needs rehabilitation down there?

Mr. NEWTON. The party which carried the electoral vote
and its leaders in the gentleman’s State, and in these other
States, needs no rehabilitation.

Furthermore, if there was a real earnest desire to appro-
priate this money for the enforcement of the prohibition laws,
it would have been drawn so as to make the money available for
each and every one of the various agencies of the Government
that are engaged in the work of prohibition-law enforcement.
As it is drawn it can be used by the Prohibition Bureau to in-
crease its present force. However, as I read it, it could not be
used by the United States Coast Guard for increasing its ships,
nor for adding to its personnel, yet the Coast Guard is one of our
most important agencies in enforcing the laws of the land. This
is likewise true of the Department of Justice and the Customs
Service, All of this indicates haste and lack of consideration of
real enforcement. In addition, it lends further confirmation of
what has been claimed is the main purpose of this amendment—
that is, political rehabilitation of the minority and certain of
its leaders in the South. Some of these leaders advocated nom-
inating a man as their candidate for President long before the
convention was called to order at Houston. They knew that
this leader who was later nominated was wet. They knew
that he was against the enforcement of the eighteenth amend-
ment, and that he had personally advocated and secured a
repeal of all prohibition enforcement laws in New York State.
Governor Smith was nominated. Immediately thereafter he
personally repudiated the dry platform mpon which he was
nominated. This was followed by the appointment of a national
chairman, Mr, Raskob, who likewise was militantly wet, opposed
to the eighteenth amendment and the enforcement act, and
who likewise repudiated his party’s stand on this question.
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Mr. Speaker, this sort of leadership was naturally repudiated.
There is a fear that if something is not done some of these
leaders who were responsible for this will likewise be repudi-
ated in the next two or four years. How can that be pre-
vented, is the guestion that has been troubling them. How
can these fading political fortunes be rehabilitated? How
Raskob was called to rehabilitate finanecially during the cam-
paign. Apparenily these leaders now demand that the aid of
the Treasury and the cause of prohibition be enlisted to re-
habilitate them.

Almost four-fifths of the votes for this amendment over in
another body came from the minority party.

Gentlemen, there are those of us here who have a consistent
record in support of the eighteenth amendment and the enforce-
ment act. Personally, if those charged with the responsibility
of enforecing the laws of the land need more money and will
give me some idea as to how it is to be spent, I stand ready to
vote any reasonable additional sum. If after the 4th of March
the new President feels that he should have additional moneys
for this purpose and will so advise us, I stand ready to vote
any reasonable additional appropriation. But, Mr. Speaker,
I am not willing, under the guise of law enforcement, to appro-
priate $24,000,000 or any part thereof for the purpose of re-
habilitating the political fortunes of any man. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Minnesota has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Quix]. [Applause.]

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Speaker, let there be no misunderstanding
here this afternoon. Gentlemen of the House, the people of
the United States selected by a great vote and a great majority
a distinguished citizen to be President. Now, the prohibition
forces of the United States come up in an orderly, decent way
and ask that in addition to the $35,000,000 that is carried in
the hill, that $24,000,000 be placed in the hands of this new
President of the United States to use as the exigencies or the
emergencies may demand throughout the next fiscal year for
the purpose of enforcing the prohibition law of this Republie,

All this Dolly Varden argument that is made here against
it fools no one. [Laughter.]

These gentlemen that have been traveling all these years
under the cloak of prohibition raiment, appearing this afternoon
as false prophets in sheep’s clothing, are ravening wolves and
are against the very forces that put your party in power for
the next four years.

You understand, gentlemen, that this talk about the people
of the United States who happened to support the Democratic
nominee for President does not appease the wrath of an out-
raged public. You are the people who are responsible for the
enforcement of this law and the attempted ridicule that you
place upon distinguished gentlemen on the Democratic side of
this House, impugns their motives, and one distinguished gentle-
man, for whom I have the utmost respect, even said it was
political business, when on your side I heard an able, distin-
guished, higher-college man, a minister of the Gospel, stand
right here in this wellhole and say he would not vote for this
additional $24,000,000 to enforce this law. With that in your
mouths, with that going into the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD as
publicity te be carried throughout this country from one end
of the Republic to the other, is it possible that you can get
away with such knavery? [Laughter and applause.]

This is an honest Congress. This amendment is put up here
with honest intention. Can you stand before the American
people and say that you are afraid to place $24,000,000 in the
hands of the President of the United States to enforce the
prohibition law?

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. QUIN. I have not time to yield.

You know you are not fooling yourselves and you do not
fool a man on this side of the House; and I trust that none of
Yyour constituencies is so ignorant as to be fooled by such state-
ments and such arguments as have passed the lips of gentlemen
here this afternoon.

Men, it is time to have some good faith. If you are a pro-
hibitionist, stand up with your votes and say so. Do not be
double-crossing around in an endeavor to fool anybody. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpia] said he is going
to vote with the prohibitionists here, but that his motives were
not in accord with the motives of the prohibitionists. He goes
out and says that he wants to tear the law down by putting up
this $24,000,000. He goes out and attacks the Anti-Saloon
League. There may be some errors made by the Anti-Saloon

League, but we know they are engaged in a great moral work.
We know the purpose of the Anti-Saloon League and of all the
people who are endeavoring to do away with the liquor traffic
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in the United States. We know they are engaged in a most
holy cause; and as one man representing an honest constitu-
ency, I am going to vote for every dollar of money that is
necessary to carry out the eighteenth amendment and the
enabling act passed thereunder.

We can not afford to pussyfoot around and endeavor to fool
somebody. We have just had a great campaign in this country,
where all the Republicans enticed and seduced a great many
good, honest Democrats to go and vote for a Republican for
President on the ground that he is a prohibitionist and is going
to enforce the prohibition law. [Applause.]

That distinguished gentleman has declared that prohibition
is a noble experiment. Then, put this $24,000,000 in his hands
and let him carry this experiment on to a successful conclusion.
[Applause.]

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I give three minutes to the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hersgy].

Mr. HERSEY. Mr, Speaker and gentlemen, day before yester-
day, when this matter first came up in the House, I received
from my State the following telegram:

The Christian Civic League, representing the churches of Maine, asks
your support for bill for larger prohibition-enforcement appropriation.
FrrpEricE W. SMITH.
I replied as follows:

My Dear Sig: I duly received your telegram of yesterday and note
the churches of Maine, through the Christian Civie League, urge me to
vote for the Harris amendment to the appropriation bill for greater
prohibition enforcement, etc.

1 fear the churches of my State do not fully understand the jegis-
lative situation relative to this amendment. To vote for an appropria-
tion of millions of dollars of the people's money for any purpose against
the recommendation of the Bureau of the Budget, the Treasury Depart-
ment, and the President is, to my mind, wholly unsound and not in
accordance with the idea creating the Bureau of the Budget. Beneath
this there is also a Jot of politics, and I do not propose in the few days
before I am to retire from Congress to play into the hands of friends
of the liguor traffic under such a guise. I regret I can not support your
request.

Forty years in town, county, State, State legislature, and Con-
gress 1 have given my support to prohibition—to the eighteenth
amendment and to the laws passed for its enforcement. I have
stood for national prohibition and its enforcement against the
unlawful liquor traffic, and I have during all these years had
just one rule—find out where the unlawful liquor traffic stands
and then vote and work for the opposite. [Applause.]

The present $24,000,000 item is put on by a combination of
wets and drys, the wets united and the drys divided.

We have a strange situation in this House in the disenssion of
this rule. The time has come when “ the lion and the lamb shall
lie down together.” The wet roaring lion, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. LaGuarpia], is lying down with the dry, inno-
cent lamb, Doctor McBride, of the Anti-Saloon League. My
observation has been that when at the close of a perfect day the
lion and the lamb lie down together, in the morning the lamb
turns up missing. [Laughter and applause.]

The day that Pilate and Herod became friends Christ was
crucified. [Applaunse.]

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr, PALMIsaxo].

Mr. PALMISANO. Mr. Speaker, I am in somewhat of a
peculiar position. I am ranked here as a “ wringing wet,” so to
speak, and listening to the gentleman from Maine, who just
preceded me, he wants to know how the wets are going to vote,
and then he knows that he ought to vote on the other side.

I have prepared a statement which I want to read into the
Recorn. I am going to vote against the amendment, but I am
not doing it for the same reason as are the wets and drys.
I am voting against the amendment because my stand from the
beginning in this House has been that I want to dispose of the
criminals in the Prohibition Department. I am opposed to the
Federal Government protecting the eriminal agents against the
wishes of the State. [Applause.]

The question of permitting the Prohibition Department to have
an additional $24,000,000, about one-twelfth of the amount
claimed by the administrator necessary to enforce the law, has
somewhat divided the wets and the drys of this House. Some
of the drys contend that the money is not sufficient and against
the advice of the Secretary of the Treasury, who claims that it
is not necessary at this time. Some of the wets are supporting
it because they feel that the Government should make an
honest effort to enforce the law. However, Mr. Speaker, I do
not intend to vote against this amendment becanse of the state-
ment of the Secretary of the Treasury, nor am I voting against
it because I do not want to see an honest effort made to enforce
the law, but I intend to vote against this measure because the
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Federal Government and the Members of this House have posi-
tively refused to get rid of the criminals in the Prohibition
Department, and for the further reason that when a prohibition
agent is indicted by a local grand jury, whether it is for a mis-
demeanor or a felony, they not only refuse to suspend that
agent pending the trial but they place no faith in the State
judiciary by permitting the agent to be tried before the State
tribunal, but invariably the district attorney files a petition to
have the case transferred to the Federal court and there lets
it die without a trial. When the Government makes an effort
to dispose of the criminals and suspends agents who have been
indicted for alleged erimes, I will then vote to permit the Gov-
ernment a fair trial in enforecing this law, but that I know the
Government can not do because the sentiment is against them,
and you can not enforce any law that the people themselves do
not sanction,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield eight minutes to the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. WHITE].

Mr. WHITE of Colorado. Mr. Sreaker, the attitude of some
of the gentlemen who are in favor of this rule, and who are
opposed to the proposed $24,000,000 appropriation, makes it
somewhat difficult for me to vote as I am going to vote, notwith-
standing their attitude.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CramTon] taunts the
Democratic Party with the jokes of the greatest humorist of
America, and says that my party ought to follow the humorist's
suggestion and take a million and one-half dollars from this
proposed appropriation and pay the defleit in its campaign
expenditures. 5

I reply and inform the gentleman that the Democratic Party
will never follow the practices of the Republican Party, to
which he belongs, and pay its deficiencies as his party has done.
[Applause.]

The Democratic Party has never been, and I am quite sure
will never be, in a position or have the disposition to follow the
course of the gentleman’s party in that behalf. The Demo-
cratic Party has no Teapot Dome, no Fall, no Daugherty, no
Sinelair, no Will Hays. [Applause.]

The gentleman is also far off the course when he claims that
the recent election was a test between the “drys" and the
“wets.” If that were true, how does he explain the great vote
by which the proposed prohibition laws submitted to the voters
of Montana at the recent election was defeated and the ma-
jority given Mr. Hoover in the same State at the same election?

But I am almost amused by these earnest sounls that never
see any good in any party except their own or that with which
they are assoclated. An example was furnished in the late
election by the action of those who were choked and naunseated
by the local stench that came from the corruption of Tam-
many a half a century ago, and then turned with open mouths
and extended nostrils and drank in and seemingly enjoyed the
awful national stench emanating from the cesspool of corrup-
ton made by members of the Republican Party in high office.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CramToN] and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEwTox] stand on the floor of this
House, with others, and boast of their dryness and of their
loyalty to the prohibition cause, and charge that Members on
this side of the House who oppose the appropriation are actu-
ated in that behalf by their desire to rehabilitate the Demo-
eratic Party, and otherwise impugn their good faith; and the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hersey] charges that the wets and
the drys stand united in favor of this proposed appropriation,
and are doing so because of the desire of the former to dis-
credit prohibition and of the latter to handicap the President
elect. Such attacks and attitude are almost sufficient to cause
any Democrat or a so-called wet to subordinate his own judg-
ment as to the merits of the matter in question and vote in
favor of the appropriation. However, I shall not do so. On
the contrary, I shall perform my duty as I think becomes a Con-
gressman. I am classed as a wet, and my best judgment is
that this appropriation should not be made, and I am going to
vote against it. [Applause.]

I am going to vote against it not for the reasons assigned by
the gentlemen from Minnesota and Michigan and some others
that oppose the appropriation. I shall vote against the item
because, in my judgment, the prohibition law can not be en-
forced, and I do not propose to assist in making a useless ex-
penditure of the taxpayers’ money.

I am not actuated in this behalf by the promises of the gen-
tleman from Michigan that the incoming administration will be
any more efficient in the enforcement of the prohibition law
than the present administration.

In fact, I am reminded by the assurances of the gentleman
of the many past promises of his party. It promised time after
time, for eight long years, while in full control of every depart-
ment of the Government, that it would provide farm relief, in
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answer to the continuous demand for the same; and upon such
unfulfilled promises won every intervening election. This was
inevitable for the simple reason that the farmers and the
northern elements of the Anti-Saloon League are always Re-
publicans before they are economists or prohibitionists.

Mr. SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITE of Colorado. I regret to decline, but I have only
a few minutes.

Now, what is the situation here? We have a rule which the
majority are seeking to force through this House, and what
do they say? Why, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Cram-
ToN] claims and asserts, in substance, that the country is stand-
ing on the eve of a dry administration, lead by Mr. Hoover,
President elect, and that the wet and dry Democrats are seeking
to handicap Mr. Hoover in that behalf and discredit his admin-
istration.

Does the gentleman mean to east reflection upon the good
faith of the present Republican administration? Does he imply
or charge or claim that the present administration, with its
many enforcement agents and its thousands of officeholders,
has been and is hypoeritical and not honestly in favor of the
enforcement of the prohibition laws?

His party has been in power continuously since March 4,
1921, and I am informed, through personal investigation and
otherwise, that substantially every prohibition enforcement
agent and director has been appointed at the behest of the Anti-
Saloon League or some of its associated organizations.

Is it mot obvious that if prohibition is enforceable the Re-
publican Party has not been honest in its pretentions and
promises, or the country would now be dry? That party has
followed the leadership and submitted to the domination of the
Anti-Saloon League for many years past. It has permitted that
organization to select agents of its own choosing to enforce this
law, and along with that organization it now admits egregious
failure of the whole thing and comes before this House to-day
with new promises.

But what else do they do? They came to this Congress and
asked that the prohibition-enforecement agents be placed under
civil service and urged that if this were done prohibition could
be successfully enforced. The Congress complied with the re-
quest, and then what happened? Immediately there came a
great protest from the Anti-Saloon League and its associated
organizations that the prohibition agents who had failed to pass
the civil-service examination be not discharged, but continued in
the service. Moreover, when the Civil Service Commission
adhered to its findings the President of the United States, by
Executive order, complied with the demands of the Anti-Saloon
League and reinstated most all of those that had failed to pass
the examination.

I ean not characterize this action of the Anti-Saloon League
other than a camouflage. In my judgment, there may be one
way in which prohibition might be enforced, and that is to kill
everyone who violates that law. And in that case, Mr. Speaker,
I apprehend that on both sides of the dividing aisle of this
Chamber there would be an awful lonesomeness.

However, even Mr. Hoover is not certain in regard to what
can or may be done in the enforcement of this law. He has
never said that he approves the prohibition law. He has de-
clared that he is in favor of the enforcement of the eighteenth
amendment, and every other right-thinking person is in favor of
doing the same thing as long as it is a part of the Constitution.
He has never even said that prohibition is a noble experiment.
On the contrary, he simply said that “ prohibition is an experi-
ment, noble in purpose,” and that a correct solution of its en-
forcement could only be ascertained after a thorcugh investiga-
tion and survey of the whole subject. Our Republican friends,
both wet and dry, seized upon this statement and played it up
100 per cent during the late campaign,

They manifested, however, guite a different attitude when,
on the 21st of last May, I introduced in this House a resolution
to appoint a committee to make a broad and thorough investiga-
tion and survey of the entire subject of prohibition and its en-
forcement, or the modification thereof. But these gentlemen
that are now so ardent in their desire to * let Mr. Hoover do it”
remained silent and my resolution got no further than the Com-
mittee on Rules.

However, my own view is that a survey, by whomsoever made
or initiated, will avail little, if anything, for the simple reason
that it is based on a misconception of human nature. You can-
not enforce any criminal law successfully unless the erime
facts, the things which constitute the erime, embody in them-
selves an element of evil to such an extent that it automatically
shocks the conscience of most people, [Applause.]

There is no such element of evil in the facts of erimes created
by the Volstead Act. In suoch erimes as murder, robbery,
burglary, arson, rape, theft, embezzlement. and like crimes,
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there is an element of inherent evil in the erime facts that
shocks the conscience of most everyone, and renders the laws
creating such crimes enforceable. The result is that most all
people respect those laws in which there is an inherent evil
in the crime facts, and exert themselves to see that such laws
are obeyed and enforced. But this is not so with the crimes
under the Volstead Act.

Should you see a burglar attempting to enter your neighbor’'s
house you would, however indisposed or sleepy, immediately
give the alarm. But should yon happen to glance in your
neighbor's home and see him preparing a highball, or other in-
toxicating drink, what you would do is perhaps conjectural,
but it is safe to assert that you would not exert yourself in
preventing its preparation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Colorado has expired.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Brack].

Mr., BLACK of New York. Mr. Speaker, answering my friend,
the major, I would rather dance with the bootlegger than be
the cream in Bishop Cannon's coffee. Morveover, if I do dance,
1 do not intend to dance the Virginia reel. I want to con-
gratulate my friends Mr. CramroN and Mr. Coorer of Ohio on
the recovery of their God-given conscience from the Anti-Saloon
League. It was worth $24,000,000 of the Government's money
to hear the speeches of those two gentlemen here to-day.

Washington is confronted by the unholy speetacle of the
racketeers of reform trying to browheat the Congress into dis-
sipating £24,000,000 of the public funds on prohibition.

Over the heads of legislators they are holding the threat of
church opposition in the primaries. They want to separate not
church and state, but they want to separate millions from the
State for propagation of prohibition bigotry.

Such is their impatience that they can not wait until March 4
to claim their share of the loot of vietory. They tasted blood
on last election day and they must now poke their snouts into
the Treasury. The whirlwind of the Lord is under way and
going into high.

The ghostly commander of the fanaties, Bishop Cannon, has
* been flitting in and out of the District giving his commands.
He has been of low visibility.

What they lost in brains when Wheeler died they gained in
impertinence under McBride. He has issued written orders to
Congress under penalty of political death warrant in case they
are not obeyed and without benefit of clergy.

Congress should not only refuse the appropriation but should
pass legislation to exterminate the plague of prohibition pests.
It should not be ealled an appropriation, but an embezzlement
featured by politieal hi-jacking.

The Government has been challenged by the church—the
prohibition creed opposes itself to the rest of the Constitution
and orderly government. The uncanny shadow of Bishop Can-
non, with its sinister implication of a church-controlled Gov-
ernment, is across the Capitol. I trust that the shadow will be
forever removed and that clear thinking will take the place of
moral epilepsy in America.

I believe that Secretary Mellon owes it to the country to state
whether or not prohibition ean be enforced. All the money in
the is not more powerful than the will and appetite
of the American people.

Congress will lose more power by passing this discretionary
appropriation. The legislative branch of Government is fading.
The best proof of that is found in the scandals of the executive
and judicial branches. We are becoming powerless and pure.

Ex-Sheriff Foley, of New York, once said that there were two
classes of men—A, the fellow who digs a hole for his neighbor
to fall in, and B, the samaritan, who pulls his neighbor out of
the hole. To-day we must add a third and more altruistic
class—the Democratic intelligentsia, who dig a hole for Andy
Mellon to fall in and then fall in it themselves so that he may
climb over their dead bodies to greater heights. Now when
Cabinet appointments are problematical our Democratic leader-
ship have responded nobly to the cartoonist’s philosophy—
“When a feller needs a friend.”

I am glad that Republicans have taken a run-out powder on
the fanatics. I congratulate the G. O. P. elephant on not being
terrified by the mice of prohibition.

Mr. BANKHEAD. MIr. Speaker, I yield now to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. ALMON].

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Speaker, I am in favor of the Harris
amendment and will vote for it if I have an opportunity.

The incoming President, Mr. Hoover, said during the recent
campaign that if he was elected that he would undertake to
enforce the prohibition law. All agree that it has not been en-

forced, the chief excuse given was the want of sufficient money
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for this purpose. I am in favor of placing this large amount
in the hands of the President, with the power and discretion to
use it in such way as he thinks will accomplish the most good,
so that it can not be claimed hereafter nonenforcement of this
law is due to the want of sufficient funds. Let us do our duty,
furnish the necessary money and put the responsibility for en-
forcement where it properly belongs. I will vote against the mo-
tion for the previous question, so that we can have a direct vot2
on the Harris amendment. The motion for the previous question
is intended to deprive us of that right and privilege, I will alse
vote against the pending rule. We need no request from the Bu-
reau of the Budget for this increase of appropriation for pro-
hibition enforcement. If it should be more than is needed the
President would not be required to spend it.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LinTHICUM].

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, some years ago I was stop-
ping in Saratoga Springs, N. Y., a place well known to thousands
of people of this country. Mrs, Linthicum and I attended the
Episcopal Church one Sunday evening in that city. The pastor,
the Rev. Joseph Cary, announced that after the services he
would conduct another service for the colored people, so that
the waiters and maids of the hotels and the colored residents
of the city might attend. I noticed during the services a man
in the seat in front of me, who had gone to sleep, apparently
very soundly gsleep. He did not hear what was going on. After
the white service was over we concluded we would remain for
the colored service, especially so because I have always enjoyed
the musical singing of the colored people in my southern Mary-
land home. The man in front was still sound asleep when the
white congregation passed out and the colored congregation
came in. They were seated in the same pew with this man, in
front of him, all about him. The church was crowded with
colored péople, and when the man awoke he looked at those
beside him, those in front of him, to the right and to the left,
and quietly taking up his hat sneaked out of the church, a most
astonished man, who had gone to sleep among the white folks
and had awakened among the colored folks, [Applause.]

When I think of my position, having all these drys on the
Republican side, including that stalwart leader, Mr. CRAMTON,
the gentleman from Michigan; that hero of prohibition from
Michigan, Mr. Hupsoxn; the staunch prohibitionist from Ohio,
Mr. Coorer; and all their friends who have heretofore advo-
cated everything in favor of prohibition, when I see them voting
with me and with my friends of the “antiprohibition com-
mittee,” I am not less astonished than was the man in Doctor
Cary's church.

This amendment introduced by Senator HaArris to the first de-
ficiency bill and adopted by the Senate, proposes to give to the
President the vast sum of $24,000,000—to be distributed by him
for the enforcement of the eighteenth amendment and the
Volstead Act. In the first place, this is a great sum to give to
any one official to be disposed of in this manner. If I believed
that this sum could be used to advantage, I should not object
to it, because it would merely demonstrate that prohibition can
not be enforced. I know so long as a grain of wheat or a grain
of corn properly treated will, according to the laws of nature,
produce aleohol, that prohibition ean not be enforeced. Not
alone have we humanity to contend with, but we have the laws
of nature and the frailty of mankind.

We learn from the Prohibition Unit that 75 per cent of their
employees who took the civil-service examination were unable to
pass the efficiency test; and now to-day, much to my surprise,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr, Oramrox] tells us that not
over 6 per cent of the men in the Prohibition Unit are under
civil service. That graft, bribery, and corruption exist in the
prohibition enforcement personnel is a matter of official declara-
tion. It was Assistant Secretary of the Treasury Lowman,
who is quoted as saying:

There are many incompetent and crooked men in the service; bribery
is rampant; there are many men in sheep’s clothing; some days my
arm gets tired signing orders dismissing erooks and incompetents.

The Prohibition Unit has even gone so far as to poison alcohol
to prevent its use as a beverage, and yet arrests for drunkenness
increase, the whole country is permeated with liquor, and con-
ditions are far worse than they were under the old system. I
should like to vote for $24,000,000, a part to be used for the es-
tablishment of a system similar to that in the Province of
Quebee, Dominion of Canada. I should like to see light wines
and beer permitted, not to be drunk on the premises. I think
it is generally conceded that none of us want the old saloon
back.

If you will adopt the system I suggest, I verily believe that
drinking of intoxicants will become largely a thing of the past.
I should like to see a part of the money used in the education
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of the youth of the land, and of the adults as well, showing to
them the effects of alcohol and the effects of drinking generally.
Eduecation had almost eradicated it before the eighteenth
amendment was adopted.

I have not to my knowledge ever voted against an appropria-
tion asked for the enforcement of the eighteenth amendment, a
part of our Constitution, the- prohibition act, even though I
knew it was money wasted; but I can not vote for $24,000,000
which is not asked for by the Treasury Department, nor recom-
mended by the President, and which I know if used will merely
place more snoopers, snipers, and smellers in the prohibition-
enforcement service to the detriment of the comfort and happi-
ness of the people and a waste of the taxpayers’ money. Some
feel that Uncle Sam is very rich, that his resources can not be
impaired, but let me ask you to keep in mind always the fact
that the Treasury of the United States has only in its coffers
money taken from the people as taxation, that every dollar
wasted by such useless appropriations simply means more for
the taxpayers to contribute.

Let me further remind you that everybody in this Nation is
a taxpayer, either through the high protective tariff which
the Republican Party has placed upon us, through the income
tax, or through some indirect manner in which everybody must
confribute to the support of the Government. It would mean
‘simply $24,000,000 poured down a rat hole which can not be
filled. [Applause.]

When we realize the vast sums already being expended for
enforcement it is astounding. Observe these expenditures for
1926-27 which are still mounting, and ask yourself should not
more have been achieved, to wit:

1926-27 appropriation for Coast Guard, $24,213,140, of

which amount there was Included for prohibition______ $14, 560, 011
Treasury Department for enforcement of prohibition_____ 10, 635, 685
Department of Justice, aceording to Mr. Harris, one-third

of the total approprlatlnn for prohibition . .___. 8, 000, 000

Total 38, 195, 696

Investment for prohibition enforeement :

1925-26 appropriation for new vessels and repairs

for Coast Guard 19, 194, 900

192627 additional for repairs and ships____________ 3, 900, 000
Taken over from the Navy 25 to o boats, which

cost the Government $1,500,000 each_——_________ 37, 500, 000

Total 53, 594. 900

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CrAxcoy].

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to the House grant-
ing this additional $24,000,000 appropriation for prohibition en-
forcement. The Senate should have been satisfied with the
large sum for prohibition already passed by the House and
included in this deficiency bill when it was sent to the Senate
some weeks ago. The Treasury Department is opposed to this
$24,000,000 appropriation and until they were whipped into line
by methods peculiar to the Anti-Saloon League some of the
leading Anti-Saloon League officials were opposed to the
$24.000,000.

A few days ago, and to-day also, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LaGuarpia], who not only admits, but proudly de-
clares from time to time that he is opposed to the eighteenth
amendment, graciously advised the House that he is in favor of
giving the prohibitionists this $24,000,000, and also offers gra-
tuitous and detailed advice that much of it could be spent to
good advantage in Detroit. If the case for this reckless ex-
penditure of $24,000,000 of the people’s money depends upon the
Detroit situation, then the taxpayers can be saved this amount
or it can be spent for purposes which are more fitting for the
general welfare.

PROHIBITION AGENTS UNDESIRABLE

No fair or reasonable man, after a careful study of prohibi-
tion enforcement in Detroit by Federal agents would say that it
has been a success, or that it has promoted the general welfare.
He would also be compelled to admit that the more prohibition
agents sent to Detroit the worse conditions became.

The peculiar iniguity of this amendment is its chief aim to
produce additional hordes of prohibition agents. The Treasury
Department through Secretary Mellon issued an official state-
ment to that effect yesterday.

Six days ago in Detroit the trial opened in the Federal court
of 23 prohibition agents charged with graft, corruption, and
extortion, running into millions of dollars. Only within the
very recent past the superintendent in charge of the Detroit
River prohibition agents summarily quit his job and left for the
Bast. For reasons hest known to themselves and which are
as yet a mystery to Detroit, 12 of his agents quit with him.

-~
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THE BLACK SHEEP OF THE AGENTS

For many months before the trap was sprung on the Detroit
prohibition agents it was an open and notorious fact in the
Detroit distriet that informed persons were freely declaring that
there was only one honest, zealous prohibition agent in the
Detroit border force.

At that time and before wholefiale arrests and resignations
threw slaughter into their ranks, there were scores of prohibi-
tion agents in the Detroit district.

After United States Secret Service men were imported into
Detroit from Washington and wholesale arrests of prohibition
agents followed, widespread publicity was given to the testi-
mony that out of all the army of prohibition-enforcement agents
in the Detroit district there was “ only one honest, zealous man ”
and that he had been foreed by hostility of prohibition agents
and of beer and liguor-running agencies to quit the Federal
prohibition squad and take refuge in the Detroit police force,
walking a beat.

PROHIBITION KILLS TEMPERANCE

Before the Anti-Saloon League got busy and put over the
eighteenth amendment in 1918, Detroit was rapidly becoming a
temperance ecity. We had about 1,907 saloons in 1918. They
were well regulated; none of them were open after 10 o'clock
in the evening and none of them were within 400 feet of a
church, school, or first-class residence section. Now, the in-
temperance of the eighteenth amendment has produced over
20,000 saloons; they are not regulated at all, most of them
stay open until 2 o'clock in the morning, and some stay open
all night. They are sometimes found in close proximity to
churches and schools, and they spring up in the finest of our
residential sections.

That the growth of intemperance and lawlessness and un-
regulated saloons under the eighteenth amendment is not
peculiar to Detroit, but extends to practically all cities in the
United States, is a fact guite easily proved. Prohibition Com-
missioner James M. Doran admitted just the other day that
there are “only about 3,000 bootleggers in Washington now.”
This is right under the nose of Doctor Doran and his Prohi-
bition Bureau and of a House and Senate preponderantly dry.
Just before the Volstead Act went into effect there were 300
saloons in Washington, well regulated and disciplined and
limited by law to 300 in number. Now we have 3,000 two-leggzed
traveling saloons in the persons of the ever-present enterprising
bootleggers,

MESSRES, HOLSAPLE AND KRESGE

Some of the leading lights of the Anti-Saloon League live
in Detroit. One of our respected citizens is now president of
the Anti-Saloon League of the United States. We have also
as State superintendent of the Michigan Anti-Saloon League
former Rev. R. N. Holsaple, who is recognized as one of the
most extreme prohibition fanatics in the world. It is Mr.
Holsaple who has been so lustily “ecrowing” about the great
vietory of the prohibitionists in sending to prison for a life
term at hard labor the poverty-stricken mother of 10 children
only because she violated the eighteenth amendment. What the
average good Michigander considers to be Michigan’s shame, Mr.
Holsaple considers Michigan's crowning glory! Yet, when Mr.
Holsaple’s own brother-in-law was sent to jail for bootlegging,
Mr. Holsaple was accused of using his great influence as head
of the Michigan Anti-Saloon League and bringing pressure to
bear on the State pardon and parole commissioner to secure
leniency for the brother-in-law.

Detroit harbors the “angel” of the Anti-Saloon League,
America’s driest, most persistent lover, Sebastian 8. Kresge,
who is still going strong at 60, and who devotes all his spare
time when he is not engaged in amours and dalliances, illicit
and otherwise, in erying out that the people of Detroit, the
people of America and of Europe, and other parts of the world
must not be allowed to drink beer, light wines, and other hey-
erages of which he does not approve.

For instance, Mr. Kresge thinks that 50,000,000 Frenchmen
must be wrong in drinking light wines, He is certain that over
70,000,000 Germans lose their value as workers and as scien-
tists in sticking to their beer all these ages, and that 45,000,000
of Englishmen are rapidly degenerating through their devotion
to ale and porter.

It was Mr. Kresge who was wildly applauded recently at a
prohibition gathering when he said he would give $500,000
to the Anti-SBaloon League. Mr. Upshaw, a distinguished former
Member of this House, did the proper thing by enthusiastically
applauding my fellow townsman, Mr. Kresge, and pointing his
finger at him demanded that the audience sing “ Praise God
from Whom all Blessings Flow.”
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What has been done with Mr. Kresge's $500,000 gift to the
Anti-Saloon League? The league has been forced finally to
file statements under the law as to its receipts and expenditures
and in the 1928 report recently filed with the Clerk of the
House, William Tyler Page, the Anti-Saloon League stated it
received $86,404.82 and expended $83,863.11. - Stanley 8. Kresge
is listed among the contributors in this statement as giving
$10,000 on September 10, 1928, and Stanley is the son of Sebas-
tian 8. Kresge, the “angel.,” Anna 8. Kresge, of Michigan,
gave $100 on September 10, 1928.

But where and how does the Anti-Saloon League account
for the receipt of the $500,000 donation, and what is just as
important, how did the league spend this money? I have a
personal interest in asking because the Anti-Saloon League has
always actively tried to defeat me in primaries and in elections
for Congress. I would like to know whether I have had the
honor of having a portion of this $500,000 spent against me.

AGENTS BREED CRIME

It is superfluous for the gentleman from New York [Mr. La-
GuaRDIA] to point the finger of suspicion at Detroit and to
hustle the Federal prohibition force to that city. Mr. Kresge
and other distingunished drys of our State have already per-
formed that service for Detroit and for the country. Pro-
hibition agents have been sent in droves to Detroit,

The more prohibition agents they sent to Detroit, the worse
conditions grew. To Detroiters many prohibition agents have
been teachers of all sorts of crimes; among these are high-
jacking, racketeering, grafting bribery, corruption, slaying of
innocent citizens by gunmen methods, drunken driving of auto-
mobiles, illegal seizure of motor boats and other water craft,
invasion of the neutrality of Canada by wilfully sending armed
patrols into Canadian waters for which official apologies were
made to Canada, and various other offenses.

It was proved in the recent Philadelphia scandals which are
a stench in the nostrils of decent Americans that Gen. Smedley
Butler's prohibition squad of selected agents were generally
teachers—yes, professors—of crime who corrupted the rest of
the police department and practically everyone to whom their
influence extended. That has been trde in Detroit. This ex-
perience in Philadelphia with prohibition agents and raiding
squads has been proved over and over again in Detroit.

THE DRYS' REIGN OF TERROR

Probably through the influence of Michigan drys, whose names
are a household word in the Nation, about three years ago De-
troit was selected for a punitive exhibition by dry terrorists
which was to prove an example and a warning to other com-
munities in the United States. Col. A. J. Hanlon, a hard-
boiled Army officer, who was to do * whatever should be neces-
sary,” was in charge. Another of the officials was Maj.
Maurice Campbell, known now as the Broadway night-club
raider. They opened the “ reign of terror” by instructing their
men to “get rough"; to discard the heavy revolvers in use,
which were contemptuously calied * pea shooters™ by Colonel
Hanlon, and get extra large revolvers, sawed-off shotguns, and
rifles,

The campalgn of terrorism was promptly inaugurated by the
murder of an old letter carrier, named Neldermeier, who was
entirely innocent of any wrongdoing and who had been hunting
ducks with a companion on the Detroit River, and was returning
in a skiff through a surall creek without a drop of liguor in his
boat, Two roughly dressed prohibition agents without uniforms
hailed him from the bank of the ereek as he passed close to it,
and when he did not stop, either because he did not hear the
hail through noise made by his outboard motor or because he
was suspicious of the men on the bank being bandits, they opened
fire on him at a distance of but a few yards with a large
revolver and high-powered rifle, and while his back was turned,
shot him through the back. He lingered in terrible agony for
several days and then died. This was not the only act of vio-
lence by prohibition agents., There were many more,

I saw Colonel Hanlon and Major Campbell the next morning
to get the details of the shooting, and was astounded to find that,
while they knew the agents had mortally wounded an honest
and harmless old nran, a public official in the Federal service
with great honor and credit for many years, they expressed no
regret nor sympathy, but told me belligerently that more people
were going to be killed in Detroit, whether innocent or violating
the prohibition law, if they did not halt when yelled at by prohi-
bition agents, even though roughly dressed and without uni-
forms. Colonel Hanlon said that a state of war existed between
Detroit and the prohibition squad and that he was prepared to
recognize it as such. Yet no prohibition agent was ever injured
in Detroit except by due process of law. I called his attention
to the fact that President Coolidge had said in his message to
Congress about a month or so before that, happily the United
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States is at peace, but Colonel Hanlon replied that that did not
matter to him.

I called attention to the numerous holdups and prevalence of
stick-up men in Detroit largely due to the eighteenth amend-
ment, and that innocent Detroit citizens were justified in run-
ning or trying to get away if roughly dressed mren without uni-
forms ordered them to * throw up their hands.” This made no
impression on the colonel nor the major,

I then told these two that undoubtedly they were guilty as
accessories before the fact, in inciting their agents to the murder
of the old letter carrier, and that they were accessories after the
fact in justifying the murder and in trying to save the two
prohibition agents from due process of law.

GUILTY AS ACCESSORIES

I informed Hanlon and Campbell that if another murder of
an innocent Detroit man, woman, or child took place that I
would take steps to have them arrested as accessories to nmurder.
I also declared that I was sure that our local institutions of
self-government and our courts of justice would bring the slayer
of old man Neidermeier to trial and to justice.

Although the Anti-S8aloon League and the prohibition agents
strained every nerve to save Benway, the slayer of Neidermeier,
from justice, he was convicted and is now serving his six
months in prison.

The prohibition squad sent a special attorney from the
Department of Justice to Detroit to aid the local distriet attor-
ney’'s office. Seven women were placed on the jury, and the
need of rigorously enforcing the eighteenth amendment was
argued to the jury; yet Benway was convicted of felonious
assault with intent to kill. The penalty was six months to
three years, and the judge gave him six months. He appealed
to superior Federal courts, but is now serving his time.

I am happy to report that as the result of the cruel and un-
justified murder of the old letter carrier by prohibition agents
Colonel Hanlon was compelled to withdraw his orders to the
prohibition agents to be “rough” and to *“shoot quick and
to shoot to kill.” Instead he was forced by public sentiment
to order his men to be extremely careful with their firearms
and to shoot only in self<lefense and when their own lives
were in danger. Not only that, but the immigration officials
on the Detroit border were also doing some high, wide, and
handsome shooting.

I protested their lawlessness and they were given even more
strict orders than the prohibition agents. The outburst of
publie indignation in Detroit compelled the transfer of Colonel
Hanlon to the New Jersey district. Maj. Maurice Campbell
was transferred to the New York distriect. Thus was Detroit
given a brief breathing spell from the *“reign of terror”
through the sacrifice of the old letter carrier's life and other
outrages.

GHAFT AND CORRUPTION

However, it was not long before an orgy of graft, corruption,
and drunk-driving of automobiles was instituted by Federal
prohibition agents foisted upon Detroit. As one indication of
the general condition, I may inform the House that a year ago
this past Christmas drunken prohibition agents in Detroit in-
jured or wrecked 13 automobiles which they were driving or
which they hit during their holiday drinking earnival.

Their graft and corruption on a large scale have occupied a
prominent place in Detroit papers for the past several months,
and the trial of these 23 prohibition agents who are now in the
toils will give Detroiters and, in fact, all Americans further
insight into the method of prohibition agents,

If Mr. LAGuArpia and the sponsors of this wasteful and
thoroughly unjustifiable expenditure of $24,000,000 have their
way and send more prohibition agents into Detroit, they will
further prove and demonstrate the axiom of the past few years:
“The more prohibition agents in Detroit the more crime and
menace to good government and the ideals of the Republie.”

Figures which I have obtained from the Prohibition Bureau
show that from January 16, 1920, to November 1, 1928, 177
persons connected with the Prohibition Bureau, excepting nar-
cotic employees, were charged and convicted with drunkenness
and disorderly conduct and other nonindictable offenses. The
number separated for cause from January 16, 1920, to October
1, 1928, totals 1,201. This does not include the great number
of agents in the Detroit district who were recently arrested
and are now awaiting trial nor the considerable number who
recently quit the service when their associates were arrested.
Nor does it include the great number of crooks and near crooks
who are still embedded in the prohibition service without
charges pending against them. [Applause.]

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. FisH].

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I do
not propose to discuss the” merits or demerits of the pending
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resolntion. I had expeeted to introduce an amendment, if the
deficiency bill had come before the House for the purpose of
amendments, by adding the words, after “prohibition enforce-
ment,” “ narcotic enforcement.” I believe the House will agree
with me very largely that it would be perfectly proper to
permit the use of part of the $24,000,000 provided to enforce
the prohibition law for the enforcement of the narcotic laws.
I do not know how many Members of the House have studied
the narcotic situation in America at the present time; but due
to the recent murder of Arnold Rothstein, the New York gam-
bler, and his alleged connection with the international drug ring,
public sentiment has been aroused and caused a demand to be
made upon Congress for increased appropriations to facilitate
securing evidence against the big dope rings. From the dis-
closures made at that time it was proved that in excess of
$25,000,000 of illegal narcotics were smuggled within the last
year into the port of New York and that the so-called crime
wave in Chicago and New York and throughout this country
can be directly traced back to the use of these smuggled drugs.
One-third of the Federal prisoners are known to be addicts.
Fifty per cent of all our crimes can be traced to the use of
dope. Colonel Nutt, head of the narcotic bureau, told me that
if he had an opportunity to use any substantial amount of
Government money to buy information, he could pretty nearly
put an end to the smuggling of these drugs. For instance,
he said if he had $20,000 to give for information that he
conld stop 2 fons of morphine from coming into the United
States of America, and that no money was to be paid out until
the secizure was made. I think the Congress of the United
States has a very distinet duty to provide sufficient funds to
rigidly enforce the narcotic laws. The Congress provided for
no additional appropriation this year in spite of the fact that
the smuggling of drugs has become a national scandal. An
alarming ftraffic in illicit drugs exists in the United States
to-day and is eating into the lifeblood of the people and even
seeping into the public schools. Only reecently a trunk con-
taining $2,000,000 worth of drugs was seized by Government
officials. Think of the misery and deadly peison contained in
that trunk alone! The Congress is not economizing when it
stints on appropriations to enforce the narcotic laws. The total
appropriation is only $1,411,260, about half of which is returned
to the United States Treasury from registration fees and fines.
It is the distinet duty of Congress to try to protect the American
people from the greed of these smugglers who are to-day bring-
ing all forms of narcotics into the ports of New York, San
Francisco, New Orleans, and Florida: and unless Congress
appropriates additional funds to enable agents to make large
purchases of narcotics and thereby apprehend the big dealers
and the higher-ups in the dope rings, why the situation will
remain hopeless and their hands will be tied.

Tihe SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman has
expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is
recognized for five minutes.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, after to-day’s vote the good
ministers of my State will understand why the 17 Democratic
Congressmen and the 2 Democratic Senators from Texas conld
not vote for the Hoover-Mellon ecombination. We knew that
it does not stand for preohibition.

We know something about the situation here that our good
minister friends in Texas do not know. We know about the
Green-Mellon bill, the gigantic liquor combine bill which our
former Chairman Green, of the Committee on Ways and Means,
introduced here last session, and which was prepared by Secre-
tary Mellon, to create the greatest liguor combine ever dreamed
of, and which authorized such a tremendous liguor combine that
the Committee on Ways and Means turned it down.

And then we know about the Hawley liquor combine bill
which Mr. Mellon immediately drew up and sent for Mr. Haw-
1EY to introduce as a substitute, which likewise would have
created the greatest liqguor monopoly ever known to the country,
and over the strenuous protest made by myself and other pro-
hibitionists this House passed it, but before it could get through
the Senate, thank God, the people spoke through Bishop Cannon
and others, and when Bishop Cannon speaks the people act upon
his advice, and justly, and it died in the Senate.

I am not eriticizing the preachers of my State, because from
their standpoint they justly rebuked us, as they really thought
Hoover would enforece and that Smith would not, because Iin
rebuking us they rebuked the liquor traffic in my State and in
the Nation; but they will find out to-day when this vote is
over that they were mistaken on the proposition. They will
find out that they can not expect any liguor enforcement from
Myr. Hoover as long as Mr. Mellon has strings on the adminis-
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tration, and they will find that they can not expect it from the
Republican administration in Congress.

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLANTON. I am sorry I can not.

My friend from Maine [Mr, HersEy], who has been a strong
prohibitionist, and whose dry stand on many occasions I have
admired, said he always found out where the liquor crowd
was and it was a safe policy to vote against that crowd. He
is here to-day following the rider of the great white charger
from Baltimore, sitting in his place here, to add encouragement *
to his erowd and take them down the line. Call the roll and
you will find every one of the real fundamental wets of the
House lined up with the gentleman from Maine, and with the
genfleman from Michigan [Mr. CramTon], and with the other
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson], and with that great
stalwart prohibitionist from Ohio, my good friend Joux G.
Coorer, and other Republican drys backing Mellon. Unfortu-
nately they are obeying orders from the Treasury Department;
they are obeying orders from the White House; they are obey-
ing orders from the great influence that controls their party.

Oh, they say that I obeyed orders, possibly, in the last cam-
paign. I say no. [Laughter.] Having no better alternative,
through party loyalty to Democracy I supported a ticket that
was repulsive to me. 1 supported a ticket and made speeches
which embarrassed me, every one of them, when I made them.
[Laughter.] But I want to say this: I told my people in every
audience in Texas that I addressed that it was a choice between
two evils; it was a choice for the American people to make,
from which of the candidates could they expect the most of
prohibition enforcement, and I knew they could not expect
anything from Hoover and his Republican organization.
[App:ause.]

Mr. MICHENER. Mr, Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Roesiox].

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The gentleman from Kentucky
is recognized for three minutes.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentle-
men of the House, I might say that I have always been dry,
politically and personally. [Applause.]

I come from a town that voted out the saloons 50 years ago.
In this same town is Union College. The Kentucky Legislature
48 years ago passed an act making it unlawful to sell intoxicat-
ing liquors within 5 miles of this college.

I have always been an active supporter of the cause of
prohibition in Congress and out of Congress, 1 favored the
eighteenth amendment, voted for the Volstead Act, and every
measure that has been before Congress since that time that
would strengthen these measures. I stand foursquare for the
honest and effective enforcement of our dry laws, as well as the
other parts of the Constitution, but I ean not support, ladies and
gentlemen, this wunsound and impracticable amendment.
[Applause.]

‘What is the proposition now before us? As a general rule,
this bill would be referred as a matter of course to the conferees
of the Hounse and Senate, and they would take up this matter
and investigate it and report to the House and Senate. If we
pass this rule that is now up for consideration, it will send
this matter to conference. This amendment proposes to ap-
propriate an additional $24,000,000, The need of this additional
sum of money has not been investigated by any committee of the
House or Senate.

After the conferees of the House and Senate have investi-
gated this whole matter carefully, they will make report to the
House and Senate, and then we will be better able to determine
the best course to pursue. This $24,000,000 would not become
available, anyhow, until July 1, 1929,

We must bear in mind, ladies and gentlemen, that this House
has already appropriated millions and millions of dollars for
this same purpose for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1929, We
have appropriated every dollar that has been asked for by the
President, by the Director of the Budget, by the Treasury De-
partment, and by the Department of Justice.

The President, the Director of the Budget, the Treasury De-
partment, and the Department of Justice have not asked for
this additional sum of $24,000,000, but on the contrary have
declared their opposition to it. They say that Congress has
provided all the money that can be used by the organization
that we now have and can have by July 1 for this purpose, in
a judicious and effective manner.

Since this matter was passed by the Senate, I have taken a
thousand-mile trip through several States. On trains and
everywhere, men and women were talking about this $24,000,000,
and their expressions almost unanimously were along the lines
of the editorial read to the House a few minutes ago by Mr.
Cooper of Ohio to the effect that this is political bunk and
that it is foolish and impracticable, [Applause.]
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I am against this amendment for several reasons. * Many of
my good friends on the Democratic side of the House coming
from dry Democratic distriects and dry States are in “bad”
with their constituents because they helped to bring about the
nomination and urged the election of Governor Smith, who is
as wet as the Atlantic Ocean. I know they are in bad with
their constituents, but they know it better than I do, and
hence the zeal they are displaying in support of this $24,000,000
amendment. If these same politically dry Democratic friends
had manifested half the zeal and used half the eloquence in
their State conventions and at the Houston Convention for
the dry eause that they are displaying to-day on the floor of
this House, they would not have disappointed the fine Demo-
cratic men and women throughout the Nation who sincerely
believe in the dry cause, by nominating Governor Smith for
President of the United States. [Applause.]

When you good dry Democrats put up Governor Smith as
your nominee and placed Mr. John Raskob, another wringing wet,
at the head of your party, and they went about over this coun-
try denouncing the eighteenth amendment and the Volstead
Act, you did more harm to the dry cause than you gentlemen
could do good for it if yom should talk from this floor here
for two months and appropriate $50,000,000. Youn are now
trying to pay off the deficit of $1,600,000 of your campaign by
selling Governor Smith's wet speeches. It has been just a
little over two months ago that the good Democrats who are
now making speeches for this amendment and professing so
much interest in the dry cause were themselves going every-
where urging the election of Governor Smith. I have never in
my life seen such unmitigated gall and inconsistency.

Governor Smith is still the titular head of the Democratic
Party, and Mr. Raskob is still your national chairman, both of
them unrelenting and bitter foes of prohibition. They are now
leading your party, and you gentlemen ought to first get rid
of them before you undertake to lecture us dry Republicans
and lead the real friends of the dry eause and law enforcement.

I followed Mr. Hoover earnestly and sincerely last summer
and fall becanse he stands for the eighteenth amendment and
for its honest and effective enforcement, and I now refuse to
follow the leadership of the Governor Smiths and the Raskobs
on this important question. The great dry leaders of the Re-
publican Party in the Senate are opposed to this proposition.
The recognized dry leaders of the House—CRAMTON, STALKER,
Hersey, Coorer, and others—have spoken in opposition to it
and are voting against it. The Woman's Christian Temperance
Union women of the country who have so earnestly and sin-
cerely through all of the years worked for the dry cause declare
in a telegram to a Member of the House that they are looking
to Mr. Hoover for real law enforcement, and so does the Council
of Churches and other great dry organizations; and I, too, am
looking to Mr. Hoover.

He comes into office on the 4th of March, and Congress will
be in session this spring and summer, and I know that Mr.
Hoover will have some great constructive plan to carry outf his
promise of law enforcement to the American people, and he will
submit this to Congress, and I do not want him to be hampered
or embarrassed by this so-called plan cooked up by the Demo-
crats for their own selfish political advantage and who were
themselves trying to put a sopping wet into the office, the high-
est in the gift of the American people, less than three months
ago.

gI refuse to join with the Smiths and the Raskobs in their
effort to discredit the cause of prohibition and to embarrass
and hinder Mr. Hoover and at the same time to spend $24,-
000,000 to get a lot of Democrats out of a hole that they placed
themselves in by their support of Smith and Raskob.

IT WOULD HURT PROHIBITION

If this amendment should be adopted, it would not only
embarrass Mr. Hoover's administration—it would be a willful
waste of the taxpayers’ money and hurt the dry cause. The
leaders of the dry cause came before Congress and urged that
we were not succeeding in the enforcement of the law because
this service was in politics and the appointments were political,
They urged us to put the prohibition enforcement under eivil
service, and Congress did that. The real friends of prohibition
insisted that every person appointed to this serviece should be
carefully investigated as to their ability, fitness, and integrity.
We wanted to get away from the scandals in the prohibition
service. The Civil Service Commission has held two examina-
tions, inviting people throughout the land to make application.
Thousands did make application, and the Civil Service Commis-
sion has been investigating these applicants; but up to this
time they have not secured sufficient eligibles to fill the jobs for
which we have already provided appropriations,
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If we should dump this $24,000,000 on to the President with-
out a trained personnel to use it, we would again have to resort
to the political appointments and without eivil-service examina-
tions and investigations. We would simply add to the scandals
that have already embarrassed the real friends of the dry cause,
and this money would be more or less wasted, so that when the
appropriation bill for dry-law enforcement comes up next Con-
gress the wets would come forward and urge that prohibition
was a failure and peint out that they had given all the money
that the departments asked for and this $24,000,000 in addition
and that we had added to the scandals and had accomplished
little for law enforcement.

The press indicates that Mr. Hoover proposes immediately
following his assumption of the presidency to have a careful
survey made of this question and find out in what way we can
improve this service and what measures and money are neces-
sary for effective and honest enforcement. I, for one, feel that
this is the wise course to pursue. Let us give Mr. Hoover his
chance,

I am one of those who think prohibition has succeeded
wonderfully, I was State campaign chairman for the Re-
publican Party in Kentucky in 1927 and 1928, and came in con-
tact with many, many groups of people, and during all that
time I did not see a drunken person. I spent nearly two weeks
in Kansas City both before and at the time of the Republican
National Convention, and saw thousands of people, but did
not see a drunken person. It is making real progress. I have
always believed in this noble experiment, and the way to
strengthen and ecarry it forward to success is to proceed
along sane, sound, and sensible lines.

FIFTY MILLION IF NECESSARY

When Mr. Hoover assumes office and has an opportunity to
investigate and formulate a broad, sane, and effective policy
for law enforcement and advises Congress that he needs addi-
tional money, I stand ready to vote for whatever measures and
funds may be necessary in addition to what we have already
provided, even though it may be double the amount called for
in this amendment; but I am unwilling to be stampeded into
wasting the taxpayers’ money and perhaps discredit the cause
for which we have fought and in which we are deeply inter-
ested, by following the leadership of the Smiths, Raskobs, and
other Democratic politicians. [Applause.]

My dry Democratic friends from the South and West might
as well understand that their party is now in the hands of the
wets, and these wets are determined to make the Demoecratic
Party a wet party, and there is no good reason why we dry
Republicans should be led out into the swamps and abandoned
like our dry Demoecratic friends were at the Houston convention
and in the last November election.

SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SoHAFER].

Mr. SCHAFER. Mr. Speaker, the people I have the honor
to represent are in favor of modifying the Volstead Act. I
find myself in rather strange company this afternoon in my
opposition to this prohibition monstrosity. However, I want
at this time to state that I disagree with certain portions of
the statements of the distinguished gentleman from Michigan
[Mr, CramToN] and of the distinguished gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Coorer]. How can they deduce that the election of last
year was a victory of the dry forces? It was neither a victory
nor a defeat for the wet or dry forces. Their argument that
the election of Mr. Hoover was a vietory for the dry forces is
not borne out by the results of the election. Nearly all of the
States that Hoover lost are well known to be the driest of the
dry, wherein the Ku-Klux Klan and Anti-Saloon League are
exceptionally strong. The people of the State of Wisconsin
in 1926, on a straight referendum, voted by a majority of almost
200,000 in favor of modification of the Volstead Act; and in
the last election they voted by a majority of almost 100,000
in favor of Herbert Hoover. Nof on the prohibition question,
but because he was the best qualified candidate for the job.
They voted for him because of his outstanding record of
achievements and his position on great public questions such
as the Great Lakes waterway and the protective tariff of the
Republican Party. [Applause.]

I must say that while I am disappointed at some of the argu-
ments of the distinguished gentlemen from Michigan and Ohio,
I am pleased to find them casting aside the hired men of the
Anti-Saloon League who are attempting to stampede Congress
into passing this $24,000,000 prohibition monstrosity. Part of
the $500,000 contributed to the Anti-Saloon League by the
notorious Kresge, of New York, iz no doubt being used to pay
the salaries of these hired men and to pay the cost of their
propaganda.
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In his Milwaukee speech Governor Smith said that if we
wanted the eighteenth amendment and the Volstead Aet modified
we should return the Democratic Party to power. If the Dem-
ocratic Party was returned to power we would be no mearer
modification than we are to-day. In fact, it would be a step
backward, because man for man, the Democratic Party is the
driest party in the land to-day. [Applause.]

“Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNpERHILL].

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I can add nothing to the
sound or substance of the debate but would make a few obser-
vations as to some of its peculiar angles; to wit, various Mem-
bers from Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina advocating an
appropriation of $24,000,000, which is not needed, which, if it
passes, will kill any chance of an appropriation of $6,000,000
they are advocating for the rehabilitation of the devastated
regions of their States, caused by the hurricane of a few
months ago.

Again, T had supposed that when Will Upshaw retired from
the House we would be without a vociferous leader of the pro-
hibition forces when, behold, up steps Major LAGUARDIA, of
New York, and assumes the leadership of the dry forces and
defense of the eighteenth amendment.

Then my good friend, Mr. GarNeEr of Texas, consumes the
time of the House to take another wallop at Andy Mellon.
Texas showed good judgment in sending this statesman to Con-
gress for the next two years, and I hope will repeat for many
years to come. Texas also showed good judgment at the last
election in going Republican and making sure that Mr. Mellon
would be available and giving Mr. GARNER abundant opportunity
to continue his feud and air his differences of opinion during
a longer session.

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes.

Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman has referred to the good
judgment of Texas. How about the good judgment of his own
State?

Mr. UNDERHILL. I have shed more tears over that than
the gentleman cga imagine. I think Te has shown good
judgment, but I will not say much about the judgment of
Massachusetts.

In closing I want to call attention to the uselessness of it all
We know the eighteenth amendment is here to stay and we only
delude ourselves when we try to delude the public in a belief
that there is a possibility of a change. Why can we not stop
all of this foolishness and attend to business which will be of
some benefit to the eountry and the public. [Applause.]

Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. Speaker, I yield myself five minutes.
[Applause.]

Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen of the House, I think it
rather important, before we come to an actual vote upon the
previous question on this resolution, that the enfire member-
ship of the House fully apprehend and understand exactly
what the conerete parliamentary issue will be upon that vote.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CraMmToN] stated in the
beginning of his remarks that for the first time in his experi-
ence of some 12 or 14 years as a Member of this House, this
extraordinary remedy of bringing in a rule to send a bill to
conference has been resorted to. Well, gentlemen, if you will
refer back to the controversy of only a few days ago upon the
floor of this House, you will fully realize that remedy was
required upon the part of the majority, not by any unusual
obstruction upon the part of the minority Members of the
House, but simply for the reason that the gentleman from
Indiana [Mr., Woob], in control of the appropriation bill, de-
clined to give to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]
categorical assurance that in the event fthe conferees were
appointed he would, beyond all guestion, bring back and sub-
mit to the House of Representatives for its judgment these
three very important controversial amendments that the Senate
placed upon the House bill. This assurance was not given and
the bill then had to go to the Committee on Appropriations or
the majority leadership had to resort to this remedy of securing
a rule, and the latter was adopted.

Now, gentlemen, it seems to me that the issues in this case
are plain. A good deal has been said in the course of this
debate that in my opinion is not entirely relevant to the real
issues involved here, but under the parliamentary situation the
only possible way now that those of us who favor some in-
struction to the conferees upon these three important amend-
ments, those of us who desire to have the Senate of the United
State secure some expression from the Representatives in this
body as to their attitude upon these important problems; the
only possible way that we ean get an opportunity, even though
we should be in the minority upon the final vote, to register
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our opinion is to vote down the previous question when called
for upon-the adoption of this resolution; and this, gentlemen,
would give to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns], the
ranking member on the Appropriations Committee, the oppor-
tunity of offering the amendments which he read to the House
a few moments ago with reference to this prohibition enforce-
ment item. It would also afford opportunity to amend this rule
80 as to have a vote now on these amendments.

Gentlemen, these are important questions that are involved
here. There is not only the question of prohibition, but also
the tremendously important question which has occupied con-
siderable time here upon the floor of the House this session,
the question of fixing some regulation for the payment of re-
funds and the allowance of credits upon income taxes. I am
sure that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GarNer] impressed
upon the membership of this House the absolute importance,
in justice to the Federal Treasury and to the taxpayers of this
country, of undertaking to set up some form of regulatory ma-
chinery that would provide for the orderly auditing of these
tremendous amounts of money before they are paid out of the
Federal Treasury. This is involved in one of these amendments,
It is a matter of importance to your constituents, however you
may feel with reference to the prohibition question.

Then there Is a provision inserted in the Senate upon the
insigtence of a well-known prohibitionist.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Alabama has expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself six minutes
more, as I have no further requests for time on this side,

If you will refer to page 17 of the pending bill you will find
amendment No. 17, proposed by the Senator from Virginia,
Senator CArTER GrAss. I am sure that the gentleman from
Michigan and the gentleman from Wiseonsin can find no legiti-
mate quarrel with the long and well-established reputation of
that great Senator as an ardent advocate of the real cause
of prohibition, although they might find some opportunity to
question his position upon that question during the late national
campaign. But, gentlemen, I want to call the attention of the
Republican membership of this House to just exactly what the
Glass amendment does.

Every one of you who will refresh his recollection with ref-
erence to the position of Mr. Hoover during the presidential
campaign upon this question, will remember he asserted that
he recognized there were many grave abuses with reference to
the enforcement of the Volstead Act and the enforcement of
the statutes made in pursuance thereof as far as regulation
and control were concerned ; that as a student of public affairs
he solemnly acknowledged, regardless of his attitude upon the
main question of the eighteenth amendment, that there was a
broad and legitimate field for investigation upon the part of
the Executive of this country for the purpose of undertaking
to ascertain what remedy, if any, could be suggested and effec-
tuated to correct that situation; and he stated in his campaign
that if he were elected, soon after his inanguration he would
take steps to appoint a commission to inguire into these abuses
for the purpose not only of making recommendations to the
Executive, but I imagine for the benefit of the lawmaking
branch of the country. And what does this amendment do,
I ask those of you who are advocating Mr. Hoover's position
upon this question? It simply carries into effeet, in plain and
simple terms, with an adequate appropriation for its en-
forcement, this plan and gives an opportunity to the incoming
President immediately upon his inanguration, to take the steps
which he has indicated he thinks are so sorely needed. Can
you find guarrel with that? Is there any polities in that? How
can the Republican membership of this House in good econ-
science assert that simply because a Democratic Senator has
made possible at this session of Congress the realization of
your President elect’'s views upon this question, that you are
going to turn it down, although it expresses those views, and
then say it ought to be defeated simply because it is suggested
by sinister political considerations?

Now, gentlemen, I have heard some strange language used
here to-day upon the floor of this House. 1 did not think I
would ever live to see the day when gentlemen, like my amiable
friend from Michigan [Mr., CraxmTox] particularly, would stand
upon the floor of this House and absolufely exhaust the vo-
cabulary of scorn and contumely in opprobrinm of those gentle-
men naming some specific bishops in the last campaign whose
support before the election he was seeking “even as, the hart
panteth after the water brook.” [Applause,]

He comes in here this afternoon, this reputed leader of the dry
forces in the Congress of the United States—whether the gentle-
man modestly disclaims it or not, he is so recognized by others—
yet he says this great bishop of the Methodist Church, however
earnestly and zealously he labored in the cause of what he con-
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ceived to be for the best interests of prohibition—you say that
he and all his associates in the moral cause represented by the
Anti-Saloon League, are impostors and that they are all playing
politics merely for the purpose of rehabilitating their political
status.

Mr. CRAMTON. The gentleman has no right to put words
in my mouth that I did not utter.

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is the logical and legitimate infer-
ence to be drawn from the words the gentleman uttered.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

These gentlemen, driven into a cul-de-sac, recognized the in-
consistency of their position, come in here and in a quasi-
humorous way, with scantily clothed sophistry, assert that the
whole argument on the other side is based on politics.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
Alabama has again expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I will take the remainder of my time.

I want to suggest to the gentleman from Michigan, and my
zood friend from Ohio [Mr. CoorEr], and others who on the
floor of this House have made arguments that this is purely
an issue to readjust and rehabilitate the political fortunes, and
to discredit the incoming administration of Mr. Hoover, to turn
to pages 2059-2060, of the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp, and although
I can not advert to the individual votes of Senators, they will
gee that by a vote of 50 to 27 the resolution embodying. the
Harris amendment was passed in the Senate of the United
States. If the gentlemen will be courageous enough and fair
enough to examine the personnel of the vote they will see many
distingnished Republican Senators, and many who are as ar-

dently dry as the gentleman from Michigan, voted for the,

amendment. P

Gentlemen, it will not do to answer that the proposition was
confined to politics. I will tell you how I am actuated in my
vote. I represent what I know to be a dry district down in
Alabama, I imagine that at least 90 per cent of my constituents
are in favor of the enforcement of the law—the eighteenth
amendment and the Volstead law. They know from evidences
around them and from evidences brought to them from other
parts of the country that in the last six years the Republican
administration have not only had no enforcement of the prohi-
bition law but what is much worse they feel that there has not
been any honest effort to try and enforce the prohibition law.
[Applanse.]

I have no fault to find with the gentleman from New York
[Mr, O'Coxxor] on my side of the House, or the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr, ScuHarFEr], or the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. LinrHICUM], who are admittedly wet, who do not favor
the eighteenth amendment but, my friends, in closing this
debate upon this rule I make an earnest and sincere appeal to
all gentlemen, leaders on the floor of the House, who pretend to
and do believe in prohibition and in an honest effort to enforce
it, to express by their vote that desire and obligation.
[Applause, ]

You are noet going to be able, in my opinion, to deceive the
American people with reference to this thing—to go out and
tell them it was merely a vote on a parliamentary proposition,
That is what you will do, I know that will be your excuse, and
that will be your subterfuge, because you can not answer other-
wise, You will say that this proposition was merely a vote on
the previous question, but I want to assert and place it in the
Recorp now, as the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns]
sald in his splendid and illuminating address, that the issue is
squarely presented to you and the American people themselves
will understand it. [Applause.]

I say to you, consider what your constituents, if they were
here in this gallery this afternoon, would instruet you to do
upon the merits, upon the essence, upon the very legislative
sacrament of this proposition. I have no doubt that a great
majority of your constituents from the dry districets if they
were here would personally instruct you this afternoon to vote
for the opportunity to make the prohibition laws of the country
effective in an honest way.

Mr. ALLGOOD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes.

Mr. ALLGOOD. If this amendment is defeated, will not the
wet forees throughout the country claim a great victory against
prohibition?

Mr. BANKHEAD.,
entitled to do so.

Mr. YON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes.

Mr. YON. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDER-
mirL] intimated a while ago that if this amendment were put
through, the rehabilitation measures that are pending for
Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina would not pass. Has the
gentleman any intimation that they would not?

I assume they would, and they would be
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Mr. BANKHEAD. I have no intimation on that subject.

Mr. YON. Does the gentleman think it is fair should this
bill pass that they shall be held up?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am not acquainted with the merits of
the proposition to which the gentleman refers, but they should
in no way be fairly affected by the result of the vote on this
rule or the adoption of the prohibition amendment.

Mr, SNELL., Mr. Speaker, 1 now yield to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. CocHRAN].

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, in considering this
amendment, which provides for an additional appropriation of
$24,00,000 to be used for prohibition enforcement, I have come
to the conclusion it is an unwarranted raid on the Federal Treas-
ury and should be defeated. I know no political party, nor
do I think of my own political welfare in arriving at my
decision.

Why should I vote to take from the Public Treasury $24,000,-
000 to be used in an effort to enforce prohibition when the
officials charged with the responsibility of enforcement openly
declare there is not only no need for such an expenditure but
they would not know how to use the money if Congress set
aside such an amount for that purpose?

To consider this matter from a political standpoint is a posi-
tion that can mnot be defended, nor should the views of the
Member on the eighteenth amendment or the Volstead law be
taken into consideration.

The Director of the Budget in a speech during the week says
we are facing a defleit which might amount to $100,000,000 by
July 1 unless drastic action is taken. Every Member of this
House, regardless of political affiliations, should join in an
effort to prevent such a condition. Personaily, I now assure the
Republican leaders they will receive my support in their efforts
to keep appropriations within the revenues. This is a good
time to commence the work.

The enforeement of prohibition has been discussed for years
in both branches of Congress. Those possessing liberal views
have been assailed for stating that enforcement has broken
down. Now, however, we find the author of the amendment
declaring enforcement up to this time has been a farce. He
simply affirms the statements so often made on this floor and
go vigorously denied by dry leaders. When those of us who
are opposed to the eighteenth amendment and Volstead law
have stated enforcement has broken down or the effort was a
farce, we have been assailed by the leading drys. Now we find
the advocates of prohibition taking the position that those op-
posed long since have taken.

This is but one of a number of methods prohibitionists—espe-
clally those who delight in rising on this floor and proudly
proclaiming they were in part responsible for creating the sen-
timent that resulted in the adoption of the eighteenth amend-
ment—advance to better conditions. A few days ago the gen-
tleman from Kansas [Mr. Sprovn] tells us “we” are now pre-
paring bills shortly to be introduced that will, when enacted,
make the United States as dry as a desert. He does not dis-
close whe the “we” represent, but, startling as his suggestions
are, there is one advanced which I predict will cause even dry
advocates to rebel against and that is the suggestion to do away
with trial by jury. Of course, Congress can not do this by the
enactment of a bill, as it will require an amendment to the
Constitution, and before such an amendment is ever ratified by
the States the eighteenth amendment will have been repealed.

In reference to the argument that those opposing this appro-
priation will be charged with hamstringing enforcement iz an-
swered by Dr. James M. Doran, Commissioner of Prohibition.
Only last week he told me that he would not know what to do
with the money if it was appropriated.

I do strongly criticize the methods used at times by enforce-
ment officers and feel justified for so doing. I have on my desk
at the present time a letter from a business man in St. Louis
asking me to advise him if there is any law under which he can
be reimbursed for damages suffered due to one of his salesmen
accepting employment as a prohibition agent, without his knowl-
edge and using his position as salesman to entrap citizens of
8t. Louis to violate the prohibition laws. This man, Merritt D.
Padfield, sold paper to the retail trade, including proprietors of
beverage parlors. He was employed by the Prohibition Unit
last June, but continued his work as a paper salesman, he says,
as a side line. That he worked with the approval of the Prohi-
bition Unit as an undercover man is evident because he did not
apply for a search warrant until a day or two before Christmas,
when 61 arrests were made. He induced his paper customers to
sell liguor or beer to him and a * friend,” also a prohibition
agent, The president of the paper concern, Mr. Russell W.

Meredith, says his prosperous business has been ruined by the
activities of this salesman. He has tried without success to
find some legal course of action he could take against either the
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salesman or Government, but we all know there is no statute
under which he can recover damages. In one instance the sales-
man, when denied liguor by a customer, had the man call the
company and ask the proprietor if Padfield was in their employ,
and when told he was, secured the liguor for him.

The search and seizure amendment to the Constitution is
violated almost daily by the prohibition agents. I have intro-
duced a bill making it a felony for a Government officer to
violate the fourth or fifth amendment to the Consitution; but
of course the dry leaders will not sanction such action, and my
bill sleeps guietly in the archives of the Judiciary Committee.

Within a week I read where a girl, a stenographer by day,
is employed by night by prohibition officials to drink liquor
and secure evidence; officers in charge of a posse killed a 6-year
old girl riding with her parents near Windsor, Mo., while look-
ing for suspicious characters thought to have liguor; a man was
killed and a woman companion seriously injured when officers
fired shotguns at an automobile thought to contain a load of
Canadian whisky near Stella, Mo. It is only fair to state
these officers in both the case of the young girl and the man
and his companion were not Federal officers, but they claim
they were trying to enforce prohibition laws. Federal agents
do not visit dry territory in my State but confine their efforts
to St. Louis and Kansas City, not destroying the source of
supply but in 80 per cent of the cases arresting men and women
charged with selling a drink of liqguor or a bottle of beer.

Another occurrence worthy of special mention also within
the last week was the raiding of a factory in my distriet where
about 150 ladies are employed. Three brothers, Leo, Frank,
and Joseph Bussman, manufacturers of the Bussman lamps
sold all over the United States, operate a large electrical-
appliance factory. Entering the factory by means of a ruse
two Federal agents later appeared before the United States
cominissioner and swore to a warrant stating they had seen a
barrel of whisky in the factory. Armed with the warrant, they
raided the factory, carrying an ax and threatened to break up
factory equipment if the whisky was not produced. They are
charged by the proprietor with using profane language and
threatening some of the women employees. In the end they
claim to have found 10 ounces of alcohol. The alcohol did
not belong to the employers but probably to one of the many
employees. Still the agents arrested all three officers of the
firm, charging them with possession of intoxicating liquors.
Such methods should not be tolerated.

I see no reason to squander pubiic funds—badly needed at
the present time—by giving $24,000,000 additional for prohibi-
tion enforcement when the Secretary of the Treasury, the
Commissioner of Prohibition, and all other Government officials
charged with enforcement of this law say they do not want it
and can not use it.

I am strongly of the opinion the people of the country, wet
and dry alike, will condemn, rather than commend, those re-
sponsible for the effort to waste $24,000,000 of public funds.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, ADKINS].

Mr. ADKINS. Mr. Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen of the
House, with us people out in the cornfields in the Middle West,
who found the liquor traffic operating to our disadvantage,
started the idea of driving the saloons out of business. The
practical operation of the enforcement of the prohibition law
has been that the people there have quit electing men and
women to administrative, judicial, legislative, and law-enforc-
ing offices who are going around “winking” to the other fel-
low that the prohibition law can not be enforced. We have
brought enforcement down to about a petty larceny basis. You
will never stamp out petty or grand larceny, but we can keep it
down where we can live with it. We have it down to a point
where we can live with prohibition enforcement better than we
could with the liguor trafficc. We have driven the professional
bootlegger out into the large centers of population, and in some
of those centers, I do not care how many law-enforcement
officers you have, you could not enforce the law until it gets so
that they can not live with it. Take places like Springfield and
Chieago, and they are now rising up in arms and saying that we
have got to suppress the bootleggers and crooks and that they
are going to run them out. With reference to running them
out, we are not going to let them run them back into our dis-
tricts. Here is what the Champaign Gazette says about the
lament from Chicago, where they have had a large amount of
disregard for law enforcement:

We should be prepared so that if any of the tnugs get an idea of
“ecoming around here to pull off any of their rough stulf they'll get the
crack in the ear that they deserve. Champaign County has the reputa-
tion of treating 'em rough, the treatment givem the diamond bandit
being a sample, and let’s see that that reputation is sustained, The
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community has been unusually free from erime for many months, and
every care should be taken to keep it so. Lack of preparation in view
of the Chicago situation might result in serious comsequences—it will
be too late then to offer a lot of alibis, You know the old saying, “An
ounce of prevention, ete.” Now is the time,

The bootlegger doing business on a large scale has naturally
got away from the communities where the communities elect
judges, State attorneys, mayors, sheriffs, and city councils who
are in sympathy with the prohibition law and gone into the
centers where they elect officers not in sympathy with pro-
hibition enforcement. Lawbreakers generally will naturally go
to the communities where there is liberal treatment of liquor-
law violators. Look the country over and you will find these
“havens of refuge” getting fewer in number and their lawless
element no doubt increasing. When they get to the point that
it is dangerous to live with them, the citizens usually have a
“house cleaning ” and restore good government. In communi-
ties of that kind, no matter how many Federal officers you
had or how many arrests made, few convictions would be had.
Local public sentiment is the greatest law-enforeing agency we
have. If the Government should spend this entire $24,000,000
on such communities, I think the enterprise would fail.

I do not think my people expect the Federal Government to
police their towns. They can do that themselves.

I think the Federal Government should use its agencies to
keep the supply of “booze " from coming in from other countries,
suppress interstate shipments and other large sources of illicit
supplies. The “petit-larceny ” stuff in loeal communities will
be taken care of by local authorities when conditions get where
they have to do it.

An institution that had been with us as long as the liguor
traffic has, I think we have made very good progress up to date.

My information is this body voted the department all the
money they asked for to enforce the Volstead Aect, and when
I heard of this proposal to give the department $24,000,000 they
had not asked for, had made no provision to use in any way, I
did not give it a serious thought. In my legislative experience,
both State and national, I have observed it was always a serious
problem to provide money enough for the various agencies of
government to function properly and at the same time not place
an unbearable burden on the taxpayer.

This is certainly an unusual procedure to hand over $24,-
000,000 of the people’s money there is no call for and no pro-
gram for its use, and as I see it no justifiable reason for doing
s0. This wet-and-dry * bugaboo” that has been raised here this
afternoon I do not take any stock in. I think everybody knows
there is not 100 so-called wet votes in this House.

I think everyone knows if the Hoover administration needs
more money for law enforcement this House will vote for it.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Illinois has
expired.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. WEeLLER].

Mr. WELLER. Mr, Speaker, ladies, and gentlemen of the
House, I have listened with a great deal of attention this after-
noon to the debate, especially to that part of the debate coming
from the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CramrToN] and the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Coorer], wherein they stated, and
apparently were glad to do so, that the liquor question was the
question that defeated Governor Smith as the Democratie
nominee for the Presidency of the United States. I say that
that is not the fact. Any man, who, as the leader of his party,
could obtain 15,000,000 votes in the United States deserves
recognition not only for his statesmanship but for his integrity
and the things that he has accomplished. He has been four
times elected Governor of the Empire State of New York.
[Applause.] My friends, what defeated Governor Smith was
something far more insidious, far more diabolical than "that.
In this country of ours where we boast of religious freedom,
cradled as it was at Plymouth Rock and continued on by our
forefathers in the Constitution, 1787-1789, the Ku-Klux Klan
with its insidious propaganda was shot into the campaign. I,
as a member of the Methodist Church for over 40 years, resent
the propaganda and the snakelike virulent poison which was
resorted to in this ecampaign. I resent it because it is un-
American and unfair. That is what defeated Governor Smith
for the Presidency of the United States. [Applause.] Our
proud boast of religious freedom became a mockery.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York
has expired.

Mr. WELLER. May I have a half minute more?

The SPEAKER. All time has expired on that side.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing a paragraph




2572

from the message of Gov. Alfred E. Smith to the legislature
at Albany on January 4, 1928.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The extract referred to is as follows:

In the meanwhile, there devolves upon the State the sacred duty of
gustaining the eighteenth amendment and the Volstead law. They are
as much a part of the laws of this State as our own statutes and our
own constitution. In fact, the Constitution of the United States itself
declares that document and the laws made pursuant to it to be the
supreme law of the land and the judges in every State bound thereby,
anything in the constitution and the laws of any State to the contrary
notwithstanding. Aside from the limited number of policemen who
patrol the sparsely scttled sectlons of the State, the State’s police power
is delegated and we find it exercised in the first instance by the village
constable, the sheriffs, and deputy sheriffs, and the police officials of the
cities. 1 speak only the truth when I say that the people of any locality
get the degree of law enforcement upon which they insist and for
which they are willing to pay. As far as I am concerned, in obedience
to my oath to sustain the Constitution of the United States, I have
repeatedly promised the people that so far as it lies in my power in the
consgtitutional or statute law, I will remove from office upon proper
proof being presented, any public official charged with laxity in en-
forcement of the law. Obedience to law is the foundation stone upon
which the structure of government rests. Uniform enforcement, uni-
form obedience i necessary to preserve the dignity and the majesty of
the law. Law enforcement must of necessity begin with arrest (p. 00).

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. TiLson].

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, before beginning my remarks, 1
wish to ask unanimous consent that all Members of the House
may have five legislative days in which to extend their own re-
marks on the rule now under consideration.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks unani-
mous consent that all Members of the House may have five
legislative days in which to extend their own remarks on this
legislation. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none.

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, in the few minutes at my dis-
posal I wish to refer to two points which seem to me have not
been sufficiently impressed. The first is that this is not and
can not by any distortion of fact be made a contest between
wets and drys. We have only to turn to the speeches which
have been made here to-day and the men who have made these
speeches to prove my statement. Men who have directly oppo-
site views on the general question of prohibition are voting
gide by side on this resolution, both for and against it. Here
is my friend from Michigan [Mr. CramToN] and also my friend
from Ohio [Mr. Coorer] as examples on the dry side sup-
porting the rule to send the bill to conference and opposing the
$24,000,000 appropriation. Their honesty as well as their zeal
in the prohibition cause is well known. On the other side of
the aisle sitting before me is the gentleman from Maryland
and a considerable number of others on his side who are con-
sclentiously wet, but are supporting the same side in this con-
troversy as the two earnest drys just mentioned, and all of these
on both sides are entirely consistent so far as the proposed
appropriation is concerned.

On the other side of the controversy we find the gallant
young champion of the wets from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]
urging the appropriation of the $24,000,000, and as much more
as any enthusiast will suggest to prove that prohibition ean not
be enforeed regardless of the amount appropriated.

Therefore I say thgt this is not a contest between the wets
and drys, so that no one need fear having the slightest difficulty
in explaining his vote on this score.

Coming through the Speaker's lobby a few minutes ago I
heard an honored Democratic Member—I do not know whether
he knew that I heard him—say that what was troubling him
was the difficulty he had in determining how much of the pro-
posed $24,000,000 appropriation is politics and how much of it
common sense. 1 felt inclined to tell him that there was more
of the former than of the latter, The political side, however,
has been liberally discussed here to-day, and I shall not go
further into it, but I shall refer to the common-sense side of it.

For what other purpose could an appropriation of $24,000,000,
without an estimate from any department, without the ap-
proval of the Budget, without consideration by a committee, be
brought into this House and receive serious consideration. A
Member who attempted to bring such a proposition before the
House on any other subject would be laughed to scorn. It
would be said at once that such a course of procedure could
not be good common sense. It would be pointed out at omce
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that there should be an estimate and that it should have the
approval of the Budget.

We now set great store by the Budget—and well we may
because it has assisted greatly in systematizing appropriations
and bringing about efficiency as well as economy. What will
happen if a proposal of this sort, carrying a large sum of money
sufficient to cause a deficit in the Treasury, can be brought in
here by a haphazard amendment, without consideration by a
department of the Government or the Budget, and passed with-
out even knowing what it is going to be used for? If this
should become the practice the budget system is doomed. [Ap-
plause.]

Is there a single good reason why we should proceed in the
manner proposed by this amendment? Has there been an oc-
casion, when, after consideration and an estimate by the proper
department and a recommendation by the Budget, that an appro-
priation for prohibition enforcement has been refused? Has
there been an occasion at any time when an appropriation asked
for by a department and approved by the Budget has been
refused by Congress for this purpose? Does anyone here believe
for a moment that there will arise an oecasion when funds will
be refused by the Congress for the proper enforcement of the
prohibition law? Then why should we proceed in this very
unupsual manner to disregard our budget system and make a
huge appropriation for an uncertain, or at least, an undefined
purpese? Ordinarily this Flouse shies at large lump-sam appro-
priations without having a very clear understanding of the pur-
poses for which they are to be expended. There is no justifiable
cause for deviating in this instance from that very wise and
wholesome rule,

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to take just a short time
to close this debate.

I am very much surprised at the statement made by my good
friend from Tennessee [Mr, Byrns], who has a record in this
House as being a very careful and consistent legislator in every
respect. I am wondering whether he truly expressed himself
in his speech to-day or at the time when he made a statement in
the House, on December 18, 1928, relative to the other large
appropriation that was proposed for the enforcement of prohi-
bition. I want to call the attention of the House to the state-
ment the gentleman from Tennessee made on that occasion,
when he said:

1 was unwilling, in the face of the fact that we are confronted with
a deficit, which seems to be inevitable if the figures of the Treasury
Department are correct, to vote $250,000,000 out of the United States
Treasury when we have no program before ug and no intimation or idea
as to just how it would be expended if it were so appropriated and no
request from the administration for further fund's.

[Applause and ecries of “ Vote!”]

I wonder whether the genfleman was speaking, according to
the record on that oecasion, or was speaking for himself to-day
as a conscientious legislator?

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SNELL. I can not yield at this time. Well, I want to
be perfectly fair, and I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BYRNS. The proposition, then, was to put $250,000,000
in the hands of the Secretary of the Treasury. I said in that
speech that I would vote for $25,000,000, and even $50,000,000. I
would oppose now, as I did then, the appropriation of $250,-
000,000 for the Prohibition Unit alone. Why does not the gen-
tleman read all of the remarks which I made at that time.

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman can put that in the Recorp if
he likes. But what I have quoted was the closing remark that
the genileman made on December 18, 1928, and stated at that
time that we had no requests for further funds.

Mr. BYRNS. Since then has not the Secretary of the Treas-
ury said he needed money for the Coast Guard and the border
patrol?

Mr. SNELIL. There has been no statement made that he
needed additional funds.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves the
previous question, The question is on agreeing to that motion,

The guestion was taken; and the Speaker announced that the
ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays on that.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks
for the yeas and nays. -

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER. Those in favor of ordering the previous
question, when their names are called, will answer “yea";
those opposed will answer “nay.” The Clerk will call the roll.
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not voting 47, as follows:

Arentz
Auf der Heide
Bacharach
Bachmann
Barbour
Beck, Wis.
Beedy
Beers
Begg
Berger
Black, N. Y.
Bleom
Bowles
Bowman
Boylan
Brigham
Britten
Burdick
Burtness
Bushon
Campbell
Carew
Carley
Carter
Casey
Celler
Chalmers

Chase
Chindblom
Christopherson
Clague

Cornlng
Crail
Cramton

Crosser
Crowther
Culkin

ger
Darrow
Davenport
Deal

Abernethy
Allgood
Almon
Arnold
A.swau
yres
B&nlﬂhead
Black Tex.
Bland
Blanton
Box
Brand, Ga.
Brand, Ohio
Briges
Browne
Browuing
Buchanan
Bulwinkle
Busby
Butler
Byrns
Canfield
Cannon

Collins
(‘.on nally, Tex.

('.‘r[ﬁrl

Davey

Davis

De Rouen
Dickinson, Mo.
Dominick

Anthony

Cnnnolxl};. Pa
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The question was taken; and there were—yeas 240, nays 141,

[Roll No. 19]
YEAS—240
Dempsey Johnson, Ind.
Denison Johnsen, 8. Dak.
Dickstein Johnson, Wash.
Douglas, Ariz. Kading
Douglass, Mass,. Kahn
Doutrich Kearns
Dyer Kelly
Eaton Kendall
Elliott Ketcham
England Knutson
Englebright Kopp
Estep Korell
Evans, Calif. Kurtz
Fenn Lampert
Fish Langley

Fitzgerald, Roy G. Lea

Fitzgerald, W. T, Leatherwood
Fitepatrick Leavitt
Fort Leech
Foss Lehibach
Frear Letts
Free Lindsay
Freeman Linthicom
French Luee
Fulmer MceCormack
Gambrill MeLaughlin
R S
s0T agra
Gifford Mapes
Glynn Martin, Mass.
Golder Mead
Goodwin Menges
Griffin Merritt
Guyer Michaelson
Hadley Michener
Hale Miller
Hall, 11 Mooney
all, Ind Moore, Ohio
Hall, N, Dak Morgan
ancock Nelson, Me.
Hardy l\olson, Wis.
Haugen Newton
Hawley Niedringhaus
Ilersey Norton, N. J,
Hickey 0'Connell
Hoch O'Connor, N, Y.
Hoffman Oliver, N. Y.
Hogg Palmisano
Holaday. Parker
Hooper Peavey
Hope Perkins
Houston, Del Porter
. Hudson Prall
Hull, Morton D.  Pratt
Hul.i. Wm. E. Purneil
Igoe le
Irwin Ramegeyer
James nsley
Jenkins Reece
Johnson, I11. Beed, N. Y
NAYS—141
Doughton Larsen
Dowell Lowre;
Drane MeDuffie
Drewry McFadden
Driver McKeown
Edwards MeMillan
Eslick McReynolds
Evans, Mont, McSwain
Fisher McSweeney
Fletcher Major, I
Gardner, Ind. Major, Mo.
Garner, Tex. Manlove
Garrett, Tenn. Mansfield
Garrett, Tex, Martin, La.
Gregory Milligan
Green Montagune
Greenwood Moore, Ky.
are Moore, Va,
Hasﬁn Moorman
Hill, Morehead
Hill, Wash Morrow
Howard, Nebr, Nelson, Mo
Howard, Okla. Norton, Nebr.
Huddleston O'Brien
Hudspeth O'Connor, La.
Hull, Tenn, Oldfleld
Johnson, Okla. Oliver, Ala.
Johnson, Tex. Parks
Jones Patterson
Kemp ‘Prery
Kerr Pou
Kincheloe %.!n
Kvale gon
LaGuardia Rainey
Lanham Rankin
Lankford Rayburn
NOT VOTING—A4T
Cur: Graham
Dk-;nson, lowa Griest
Doyl Hammer
Fu bright Harrison
rlow Hughes
Gasque Jacobstein
Gilbert Jelers
Goldsborough Eent

Robsion, Ky.
Ro

Schoeider
geum, Nebr,
CEer
Sefvei F4
Shreve
Simmons
Sineclair
Bimv!ch

Sproul, 1 1.
Sproul, Kans,
Stalker

...E...
g
4

estal
Vincent, Mich.
Wainwright
Ware
Wason
Watres
Watson
Welch, Calif.

@ 'a.
White, Colo.
White, Me.
Wigglesworth
Wil &, T
Willlamson
Winter
Wolfenden
Wolverton
Wood

Wurzbach
Wyant
Yates

Robinson, Iowa
omjue
Rutherford

Shallenberger
Speaks
Spearing

Btea g‘nll

Sted

Steele
Stevenson
Sumners, Tex,
Swank
Tarver
Taylor, Colo.
Tucker
Vinson, Ga.
Vinson,
Warren
Weaver
Whitehead
Whittington
Williams, Mo,
Williams, Tex.,
Wilson, La.
‘Wilson, Misa,
Wingo
Woodrum
Wrizght

Yon

Zihlman
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Monast Palmer Strong, Pa. Vincent, lowa
Moore, N, J. Reed, Ark. Strother White, Kans.
Morin Reid, 111 Tillman Woodruff
Murphy Sanders, N. Y. Underwood

o the previous question was ordered.

The Clerk announced the following pairs:

On this vote:

. Bohn (for) with Mr. Hammer (against).

. Kunz (for) with Mr. Gilbert {ag-ainst}

. Doyle (for) with Mr. Cartwrigh afa

. Buckbee (for) with Mr. Reld of 1 ols (ag‘nlnst)
. Bacon (for) with Mr. McClintic (against

. Dickinson of Towa (for) with Mr. Gaaque (against),
Mr. Beck of Pennsylvania (f.ﬁz with Mr. Harrison (against).

. Kindred (for) with Mr. er (against),

Until further motice:

Mr. Griest with Mr, Underwood.

Mr. Woodruff with Mr. Goldsborough.

Mr. Kiess with Mr. Reed of Arkansas.

Mr. Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr, Lyon.

Mr. Graham with Mr. Jeffers.

Mr. Hughes with Mr. Tillman.

Mr, Curry with Mr. Moore of New Jersey.

Mr. Murphy with Mr. Kent.

Mr. Strong of Pennsylvania with Mr. Jacohstein.

Mr. Morin with Mr. Fulbright.

Mr. King with Mr. Monast.

Mr. Palmer with Mr. Maas.

Mr. Banders of New York with Mr. Furlow.

Mr. Vincent of lowa with Mr. Anthony.

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. VINCENT of
Towa, is unavoidably detained on account of illness. If he had
been presenf, I am advised he would have voted *“ yea.”

Mr. ENGLEBRIGHT. Mr, Speaker, my colleague, Mr. Curry,
if he had been present, would have voted * yea.”

Mr. CLARKE. Mr. Speaker, | my colleague, Mr. Bacox, if
present, would have voted “ yea.”

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I am in receipt of a telegram
from the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Lozier, who is absent
on account of the death of his wife, stating that if he were
present he would vote against ordering the previous question.

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. HAMMER,
is temporarily indisposed and unable to attend the sessions of
the House. If present, he would have voted “ nay.”

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption of the reso-
lation.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. Woopn, CramToN, and ByYrxs,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS—FIRST DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION EILL

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, the proposal to add $24,000,000 to
the present deficiency appropriation bill for the alleged purpose
of furnishing additional funds to aid law enforcement comes
before the House through an amendment adopted by the Senate.
During the debate on this resolution to send the bill to confer-
ence various arguments have been offered for and against the
$24,000,000 Senate item, but the real issue, to my mind, is
smothered by irrelevant matters.

It is alleged that the $24,000,000 is needed for better enforce-
ment of the e'ghteenth amendment. If that is the real issue,
then Congress, on the request of any responsible governmental
agency, by an overwhelming majority, would, unquestionably,
appropriate double that amount, if asked for by any law-enforce-
ment agency. The constitutional amendment is law; and dur-
ing the last campaign both political parties advocated enforce-
ment of the law. Whether the Senate amendment is offered to
rehabilitate the Democratic Party, as has been repeatedly
claimed by Republican speakers, or whether it is offered to dis-
close the inadequacy of ten times that amount, as claimed by
the wet advocates, is not the issue.

No governmental agency has asked for $24,000,000 or $240,-
000,000 or for any other amount to enforce the law, in addition
to that requested in the Budget. Of course, no sacredness at-
taches to $24,000,000 or any other figure that has arbitrarily
been added to the bill in the Senate. In fact, opponents of the
law declare they support the $24,000,000 amendment to demon-
strate its ineffectiveness to enforce.

Personally, 1 believe law enforcement properly belongs to the
Department of Justice and that a transfer to that department
of eighteenth amendment violations would result in specific
recommendations for additional judges and other needed officials
to aid enforcement.

Opponents to the law argue that Secretary Mellon is not in
sympathy with the law now administered by the Treasury
Department; that neither $24,000,000 or any other amount will
bring enforcement ; and yet with few exceptions they are urging
this amendment. Men of national prominence who favor law
enforcement are confronted by this argument, but with legisla-
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tors are asked to subscribe to the spectacle of Greeks bearing
gifts intended only to confuse or destroy.

President Coolidge and President Hoover will be charged
with the disbursement of the $24,000,000. Both have protested
against the unbusinesslike proceeding of placing that responsi-
bility on them when not asked for by any governmental agency.

Its disbursemnent or lack of disbursement would be certain to
meei criticism from business and political sources, and the pro-
posal is a legislative gesture that does not reflect credit on the
intelligence or sincerity of the American Congress. Such a
proposal would be deemed childish and inexcusable if loaded
onto a village president against his protest. It would invite
certain bankruptey if a similar policy was adopted by any busi-
ness interest, from a great corporation to a corner grocery store,
and the American Congress represents the world's greatest
corporation.

SHIFTING OUR RESPONSIBILITY

Surely we ean not lend ourselves to a poliey in times of peace
of delegating to the President the determination of how $24,-
000,000 or $240,000,000 should be spent. That is our responsi-
bility.

Congress, without strings, gave $100,000,000 to President Wil-
son in time of war, and while the necessities of the case re-
quired such action and the war covered a multitude of excusable
extravagances, the heritage of a $100,000,000 Muscle Shoals
power plant, repeatedly defeated in time of peace, was made
possible only by such delegation of authority during war.

For several yvears items involving many millions of dollars
recommended by River and Harbor Committees for navigation,
Military Committees for nitrates, and Agricultural Committees
for fertilizer at Muscle Shoals were successfully opposed prior
to the war. Thereafter the expenditures at Government ex-
pense oceurred by Executive order.

My own oppesition to old-time *“pork barrels,” whether car-
ried by river and harbor, public buildings, or other bills brought
home the fact that committees, made up of Members having
projects, were necessarily subjected to undue pressure under the
old system that involved many independent appropriation
committees. After a long struggle one of the greatest reforms
ever hrought about in Congress occurred with the passage of the
national Budget law in 1921, That law prevents loose methods
of legislation and has saved hundreds of millions of dollars to
the Federal Treasury in the brief time it has been in force.

Realizing that our Federal Government was a corporafion no
different in character than other governments so far as its
financial resources and disbursements were concerned, I urged
repeatedly the adoption of a national budget. Without arrogat-
ing to myself any credit for legislative agitation or adoption of
the Budget law that followed, I am forcibly reminded by to-day’s
proceedings of a 40-minute speech made December 14, 1917, on
House Resolution 157 based on a resolution I had introduced
for a national budget system.

At that time and during the World War I said:

No sermon on the imperative necessity of strict public economy could
be more impressive than a brief review of cold statistics I have offered
which earry their own unanswerable argument, and it is because of this
critical time in the Nation's history when governments are changing
form and the toll of life and property is beyond human comprehension
that this law-making body should meet the problem without evasion or
legislative quibbling.

After referring to messages of President Taft and efforts to
enact a budget law in the Sixty-second Congress, I added:

A budget will require annual submission of carefully prepared esti-
mates by the different departments of all proposed expenditures to a
control agency there to be reviewed, pruned, and approved before sub-
mission to Congress for consideration. Congress will then intelligently
determine what should be allowed for the support of government
= * * Tt will tend toward wise and disinterested consideration of
appropriation billy, inercased efficiency, curtailment of legislative log-
rolling, "public waste and extravagance, and will materially shorten ses-
gions of Congress, * * * Practically every government on earth—
some 5O in number—have adopted some form of public budget in order
to promote efficiency, economy, and responsibility. Our own Govern-
ment alone invites wholesale extravagance by refusing to adopt any in-
telligent legislative financial policy.

During this hour of national perfl will our Democratic friends repudi-
ate their party pledge and disregard their leader's (President Wilson's)
request or will they, in fact as well as words, join hands with this side
of the alsle and unitedly stand by the President in this effort to
prevent public waste?

A budget resolution was set forth in full following the speech.
Our Democratic friends ignored their party pledge made at
St. Louis in 1916, which advocated a single appropriation com-
mittee as a “ practicable first step toward a budget system,” and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

JANUARY 31

even as late as June 24, 1919, one of their most conspicuous and
honored leaders expressed the “ futility ” of any budget legisla-
tive hopes. From another fairly lengthy discussion of the same
subject on the above date I quote after prior interrogations by
ex-Speaker Clark:

Mr, FrEAr. The budget committee has the preparation of the revenues
and the expenditures of the revenues of the Government. That is the
proper place for its consideration, the same as other governments.
Every government on the face of the earth has a budget system except
ours, and in no other government is there so much carelessness and so
much loogeness in regard to appropriations. I do not say this is the
only practical budget system, but I say that any good budget system
that contains the propositions I have mentioned will prove a great
improvement over our present system. Of course, you will have to do
away with your 14 appropriating committees, having control over 14 to
20 appropriation bills. That is a first and a hard proposal to accept.

CHAMP CLAEK, THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER

Mr. Crarg of Missouri, Mr., Chairman, I do not like to take up the
gentleman's time——

Mr. Frear. I do not feel that I have the right to refuse to yield to
the distingunished ex-Speaker.

Mr. Crarg of Missourl. I hope the gentleman will get some miore
time ; but this is one of the most important questions that has been dis-
cussed since I have been here. Has the gentleman ever figured on these
14 appropriation bills coming from 7 appropriating committees? There
are 21 Members on each committee, and seven times 21 is 147. You
have 147 Members against you to start with,

Mr. Feear. I appreciate that, and it is a far larger number than you
have stated. The gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. S8herley, when chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee, sald to me, “ You will have over
200 against you to start with.” But we are going to make the fight
through public sentiment, and we must convince cur own membership it
is right.

Mr. CLARE of Missourl. T am not opposed to it.
to you the futility of talking about it,

Mr. Frear. We have never got anywhere or anything on earth
that we have not talked about. 1 kmow that the distinguished ex-
Speaker, with all the power that he possesses, must be In sympathy
with the proposition of saving tin#% and saving money and

Mr. Crank of Missouri. Yes; of course; and I am in sympathy with
getting up some kind of a scheme to induce Members to come here and
attend to business.

Mr. FrEar. * * * I realize great obstacles that the ex-Speaker
has mentioned, and I know the opposition to the project, and what is
true here is true with respect to the body at the other end of the
Capitol, and Senators are more jealous of their rights, their powers,
and perquisites than are the Members of this body. But it has got to
come. * ¥ %

EX-SPEAKER JOE CANNOX SAID THE BUDGET LAW FIGHT WAS FUTILE

Mr. CaxxoN. Mr., Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Frear, Yes. Certainly to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CaxxoN. Under our Constitution, with a Senate that changes
one-third of its membership every two years, and with a House that
changes every two years, how in the world can you have a budget gov-
erning the whole public service and get anything out of it? As I
understand it, in Great Britain, when their budget is turned down, they
go to the people at an election. You can mot do that here. I suppose
that is also so in France, and I suppose it Is so in Italy.

Mr. FreAR. If the distinguished Republican ex-Speaker, to whom we
all listen with profound respect, as we also listen to ex-Speaker Clark,
will reflect a moment, they will both realize that when the Republiean
Party challenges the record of the Democratic administration, or when
the Democratic Party challenges the record of a Republican adminis-
tration, we must stand on our record, on the moneys we demand and
vote, and if a Republican Congress does not give a Democratic admin-
fstration a sufficient amount of money to properly run the Government
the public at large will not retain us in the service, but will turn us
out. That is our responsibility. In other countries to which refer-
ence has been made they oust the ministry. Here we can not do that.
It will take time to make necessary changes, but fundamentally the
same principle is at the bottom of it. Under this resolution that I
have proposed and under the two bills that are proposed we would have
the same situation as exists in Great Britain, where an enormous
amount of time and an enormous amount of momney is saved compared
with our lack of system, * * *

L] - - * - * -

Mr. Frear. I realize, as both distinguished ex-Speakers have said,
that it is hard to attempt to outline in brief time the importance of this
subject, but I am going to insert the bills, resolution, and other data,
and if you will do me the honor to read them you will find a way pointed
out, and you will find I bave outlined not only the faults of the
present system but the object to be attained by a mew real budget plan.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman’s time be extended 10 minutes. If he can devise a way

I am just suggesting
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to get a budget, T would like to hear of it. I am not opposed to the
budget. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman's time be extended
10 minutes. * * *

I have quoted briefly from my remarks in the House during
the fight for a budget law to disclose that ex-Speakers Clark
and Cannon, two of the most able men of this body during the
last quarter of a century, both expressed the futility and hope-
lessness of any budget law for the United States. Less than a
decade ago we were drifting financially in legislation without
star or compass, We regulated our income by our expenditures.
Then we passed the law to prevent such an amendment as that
offered by the Senate and now before us.

Under the budget law we seek now to limit expenditures to
income and to use the same judgment an individual would use in
the regulation of his own business or family expenditures.

1 repeat that no seusible man doubts that, irrespective of re-
turns from fines or penalties that lessen actual costs of enforce-
ment, Congress will appropriate every dollar asked for by any
responsible governmental agency for law enforcement, and this
applies to every governmental activity, whether it concerns the
eighteenth amendment, narcotics, immigration, or other law
violations.

The President has repeatedly called our attention to the neces-
sity of observing Budget recommendations if we are to keep
within income and estimates,

Congress should do this without Executive warning because
the responsibility is ours under the law. Not one valid excuse
or argument has been offered for this $24,000,000 super budget
expenditure, nor for the unprecedented effort to load such
expenditure onto an executive who repudiates the act in ad-
vance. To do so in opposition to the clear intent of the Budget
iaw and against the announced opposition of the President is a
spectacle that does not reflect credit on a body that muakes a
pretense of enforeing individual eompliance with law by itself
violating a plain provision of law and alse of the Constitution
that places responsibility for all expenditures with Congress.

1 have not mentioned the charge that the $24,000,000 amend-
ment is intended for political elaptrap or for the rehabilitation
of a political party or to injure law enforcement by its claimed
Tutility. :

These charges are beside the question and of slight importance
compared with an effort to destroy the integrity of the Budget
law without the shadow of an excuse for such action. Emer-
gency expenditures will ever be called for by deficiency appro-
priations, but the Senate $24,000,000 amendment or any other
amount is without any official sanction by those who have been
selected by law. For that reason the resolution sending to con-
ference should be passed, and the Senate conferees, without
prejudice, should strike out this item because of the reasons
mentioned. If any effort to prevent needed law enforcement
appropriations is ever offered in either branch of Congress it
may be necessary to propose nmendments to that end, and they
will be passed overwhelmingly. The purpose of this amend-
ment, however, is not to meet any failure of such duty on the
part of the Appropriation Committee or of either branch of
Congress.
Mr. HUDSON. Mr, Speaker, I know that there is no oeccasion
for me to use any of the time allowed me in the debate on
this amendment to state to my colleagues my position on the
eighteenth amendment or the Volstead Act for the enforcement
by the Government of the same.

I gave six of the best years of my life to the writing into
Michigan's constitution a prohibition amendment and then the
enacting of an enforcement code that is equal, if not superior,
to the Volstead law. The State amendment and its enforcement
law has stood the test of every assault upon it as has the Vol-
stead law of the national enforcement code, and the question of
the prohibition of the beverage liguor traffic is firmly estab-
lished in the State constitution as it is in the national Con-
stitution.

The history of legislation in this Nation reveals the fact that
no prohibitory law that has lived through 10 years has been
repealed. I stand ready to-day to vote for any appropriation in
any amount, be it $5,000,000 or $50,000,000 for the enforcement
of the law, when such appropriation is requested by any or all
departments that have to do with its enforcement and it ean
be shown how it can be used effectively, or upon the request
of the President, who in theory, if not in practice, is responsible
for the well-being and safety of this Nation of ours.

In the matter before us to-day of adding to the deficiency
appropriation bill an item of $24,000,000 for enforcement, there
has been no such request or suggestion. In fact, 60 days have
not elapsed since every one of these departments has been
before the Appropriations Committee on two separate occasions,
first in the drafting of the regular appropriation bill covering
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the actions of these branches for the coming fiscal year and then
again covering their requirements in this very bill, the first
deficieney bill, now before us. On neither occasion did they
separately or together suggest they could efficiently use any
such an amount of money, this year or next year. The fact is
that this body did enlarge their original estimates where it was
found such additional amounts could be used.

No, my colleagues, this does not come before us fairly on its
merits as a matter of adequate enforcement of the prohibition
law, but rather as a clever political move, which it is thought
will eatch the fancy of people who desire the best conditions
before they can have time to analyze just what is involved here.

On Tuesday morning I received, as I apprehend you, my col-
leagues,*all did, a letter from Dr. F. Scott McBride, general
superintendent of the Anti-Saloon League of America, asking
support for the amendment and giving, at some length, the
reason for his position. The press had carried a statement a
few days before which indicated his opposition. This, he said,
was a misconception of his position.

I immediately sent the following reply:

JANUARY 28, 1929,
Mr. F. Scorr MCBRIDE,
General Superintendent Anti-Saloon League of America,
Wushington, D. C.

My Dgeir Doctor McBripe: Your circular letter of January 28 is on
my desk this morning, and I note with great interest your appeal and
reasons for the adoption of the Senate amendment to the first deflciency
bill, providing $24,000,000 for the enforcement of the mational prohibi-
tion law.

Even though your arguments are set forth wery fully and as yon
Bee it very clearly, I still have misgivings as to the wisdom of the
adoption of this item to the appropriation bill; and in that position
I want to go on record as being more than willing, indead anxious, to
support every suggestion or intimaijon that President-elect Hoover maye
make for the strengthening and enforcement of the eighteenth amend-
ment ; and in that connectlon may 1 say that 1 have greal confidence
personally in what he may desire to do as well as what he may do in
that connection. However, as it appeals to me now, it will be unwise
to adopt this amendment until a suggestion is given by Mr. Hoover
concerning the same,

Congress is going into special session within less than 60 days
probably. When it meets in special session he will be President and
there will be an overwhelmring majority on both sides of the Capitol
to carry out guickly and thoroughly his wishes. TUntil he has spoken
I feel it will be unwise to put this amount of money at his disposal.

In the second place, I question very seriously the motive behind the
original proposal for such legislation,

In the third place, until the Customs Service, the border patrol, and
the Prohibition Unit patrol system can be unified and their organiza-
tion under one effective head, the amount of money that we appro-
priate for the men we employ will go to make mighty little difference
as to the effectiveness of enforcement. We need more than money,
the enactment of the Stalker bill, and the enactment of & United States
border patrol law.

With the best of wishes, I am,

Yourg sincerely,
GraxT M, HUDSOX.

i

Yesterday I received the following telegram from the State
superintendent of the Michigan Anti-Saloon League:

DerroiT, MICH., January 30, 1929,

1 earnestly hope you will support appropriation bill 15848 ecarrying
$24 000,000 additional for prohibition enforcement, but on condition
that it be safeguarded by being placed in the hands of Presldent or
President and Prohibition Commisgioner, to be used as needed for more
effective enforcement. 1 feel certain that I veflect the views and wishes
of most of the temperance forces of this State.

R. N. HOLSAPLE.

To which I sent the following reply :

WasHINGTON, D, C,, January 30, 1929,
Dr. R. N. HOLSAPLE,
McKerchey Building, Detroit, Mich.:

Have publicly announced my intention to vote against Harrls am-nd-
ment. Confident I can justify my position before constituency.

GraNT M., HUbSsON,

This question to-day is entirely a political one, with two
angles to it—one of a party who desires to emphasize that even
though their candidate said he would seek the repeal of the law
and went down to defeat on that platform, they still are entitied
to a seat among the respectability by fathering this $24,000,000
for law enforcement, even though it is to be used or not to be
used ; that is of small interest. And the other angle, that they
ecan by its adoption some way embarrass the incoming President,
who has plainly stated his splendid position of supporting the
eighteenth amendment and its enforcement.
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Gentlemen, we have laws enough, regnlations enough, money
enough to enforce the law if they had strong purpose behind
them. Only determination is wanting. Twenty-four million
dollars will not put iron in the blood of the enforcing officers.
That does not take money; it takes public sentiment. To illus-
trate how this public opinion can function to the success of
halting lawlessness let me read the editorial from one of the
dailies of my city:

LAW ENFORCEMENT IS SHOWN

Those who believe in law enforcement, and there are many such,
have suffered rebuff of thelr demands by the claim from some great
centers that law can not be enforced. Indeed, the showing has been
guch that there seemed welght to the contention, A

But now here comes both New York and Chicago putting on the
most drastic law-enforcement campaign in years, and it appears to be
getting results. It begins to appear to those looking on from the out-
side that the condition in both the cities came to such a pass that it
could not be tolerated, even by those who have previously winked at the
gituation, and now a thorough going clean-up program is on.

In Chieago the readers remember that on a day early this week some
8,394 criminal suspects were rounded up summarily, Even the right
of habeas corpus appears to have been in some measure suspended. So
quickly were the undesirables apprehended that it seems highly evident
that the police of Chicago kmnow exactly where to place their hands on
those wanted. If they can do it one time, it can be done another.

The drastic clean-up in Chicago is in some measure the result 6f what
has been going on in New York. How the campaign in the eastern
metropolis was instigated by public demand, following the murder of a
prominent gambler, has already been told in these columns, An unpre-
tentious citizen might have been slain and the fact would hardly have
been noticed, but the slaying of the picturesque Rothstein made news-
paper copy. Mpystery added to public interest until the whole city was
agog over the erime. It became evident to the public that there was
%ome species of pollee connivance in high quarters and the demand that
something be done became political. Even Tammany meets the demands
of an aroused public. So the erooks have been driven from New York,
only to head for Chicago. * * * Both cities are demonstrating
what can be done if there is a will to do it.

However, let me call the attention of the House to the fact
that the amendment to the deficiency bill as it now lies before
us does not do what even a sincere friend of the amendment
might wish it to do.

Secretary Mellon in a letter to the Appropriations Committee
of the House calls attention to that fact. I quote him as carried
in the morning press:

It is my understanding—
The Secretary wrote—

that in order to make prohibition enforcement more effective the Senate
intended to provide additional funds for certain purposes, such as the
relief of congestion in the courts; Increasing the fleet, equipment, and
personnel of the Coast Guard; increasing the effectiveness of the Cus-
toms Service, including the border patrol; and increasing the personnel
of the Bureau of Prohibition and the Department of Justice; and that
inasmuch as it was impossible definitely to allocate the sums to be spent
for certain specified purposes at this time, the additional funds provided
were to be allocated as the President, in his discretion, might decide.

I feel that it is my duty to point out to you that an examination of
the amendment reveals that it will not accomplish the purposes intended.
The appropriation will not be available for any of the purposes above
enumerated, except increasing the personnel of the Bureau of Prohibi-
tion and the Department of Justice, nor will it be available for the
conduct of an educational program which may have been contemplated.

The amendment as adopted provides funds for increasing the enforce-
ment force. Granting that the language should be construed most lib-
erally and In the light of the desired ends which the SBenate was seek-
ing to accomplish, I fear that the appropriation would not be available
for more than an increased personnel.

This being true, an examination of the amrendment clearly
reveals the Secretary’s contention. I shall, if the rule is de-
feated to-day, immediately seek recognition to offer the follow-
ing substitute for the amendment:

For the enforcement of the eighteenth amendment, the natlonal pro-
hibition act and supplemental acts, the tariff acts, and all laws per-
taining to the traffic in Intoxicating liquors and narcotics, the sum of
£24,000,000, or such portion thereof as the President may deem useful,
to be expended in the discretion of the President through the Depart-
ment of Justice, Coast Guard, Customs Bureau, and Prohipition Bureau ;
and he may allot a sufflecilent sum or amount to the Civil Service Com-
mission for the examination and investigation of eligibles for employ-
ment in the enforcement of such laws in the various agenclies above
mentioned in accordance with existing law, and to remain available
until June 30, 1930.
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Now, Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, it is unseless for such
denunciation of men or organizations as are indulged in to-day.
There are no finer groups of men or women in the world as a
whole than the men and women who are working in the temper-
ance organizations of this country. There may be and there
are some on the official staff of those organizations who lose the
vision of great service and ethical living, but that is true in all
stratas of human life and endeavor.

I repeat, as a whole, they are characters of worth and their
service ot the Nation is constructive and faithful.

Nor is it worth while to designate the men in our enforcing
groups “snoopers, sneaks, and so forth.” Again, while there
are those who violate their oath and forget their purpose of
service, thousands of these men are giving faithful, honest,
and efficient service and that, too, in the face of almost without
exception inadequate recompense. This service they render
while in constant danger from the most dangerous class of law
violators the Nation has ever known.

Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for the rule referring this matter
to the conference committee realizing that there will be those
without doubt as members of the conference who are leaders,
recognized not only on this floor and in this body but throughout
their State and Nation, in this matter of prohibition and law
enforcement, and I am confident that their attitude as conferees
will reflect a majority sentiment of the dry membership of this
House.

Mr. IGOE. Mr. Speaker, my attitude on the question of pro-
hibition is, I believe, well known, not only to the Members of
this House but to my constituents as well. As one who con-
scientiously believes in personal liberty, 1 advocaed during my
last two campaigns for office a modification of the Volstead
law, and since I have been a member of this distinguished body
I have continued my efforts in that direction, believing such
action would at least partially restore to the citizens of this
country their inalienable rights guaranteed them under the
Constitution and would eventually eliminate the corrupt condi-
tions now existing in practically every city, town, village, and
hamlet within the boundaries of this great Nation.

It is my opinion that no law can be enforced unless it have
the popular will of a majority of the people no matter what
amount of money is appropriated or in whose hands the execu-
tion of the same is intrusted, especially when the appropria-
tion is not asked for by the officials charged with the adminis-
tration of such law.

The President has expressed his opposition to the $24,000,000
item for the reason it would conflict with his economy program.
The Secretary of the Treasury has seen the futility of such an
appropriation and has publicly denounced it on the excuse it is
not needed. Doctor Doran, the Federal Commissioner for Pro-
hibition, himself says that the great cause is in such a fix now
that it would require a yearly appropriation of $300,000,000
and the establishment of a new and nation-wide system of Fed-
eral judiciary to enforce the Volstead Act. For five years every
competent prohibition official in the service of the Government
has declared that the annual appropriation is ridiculounsly in-
adequate and that instead of $30,000,000 a year $300,000,000
would be a more realistic estimate. What is the attitude of
the aforementioned Government officials charged with the ad-
ministration of the provisions of this ridiculous law, I ask?
They seem to have a varied difference of opinion as to just
what is needed to adequately care for the situation, and are,
more or less, hiding behind a smoke screen. The facts are that
all deep-thinking and fair-minded people of this country do
not want this law enforced, and those intrusted with its execu-
tion are only lukewarm toward it. In view of this situation
it is very evident that an appropriation of $24,000,000 will not
materially relieve the outrageous conditions that confront us
to-day.

I am, therefore, opposed to the Senate amendment to the
deficieney bill for the reason: First, it would be a useless ex-
penditure of the taxpayers' money; and, second, it has been
encouraged and abetted by the members of the Anti-Saloon
League, Bishop Cannon, Scott McBride, and others connected
with the dry movement. These principal agencies of political
activity on the part of the churches are:

The Federal Council of Churches, representing 28 denomi-
nations with 23,000,000 communiecants, which specializes in
pacifistic propaganda in opposition to military training and in
lobbying against strengthening the Army and Navy.

The national conference of organizations supporting the eight-
eenth amendment, the recent amalgamation of 33 societies de-
voted primarily to maintaining and strengthening the natiofial
prohibition law.

The Methodist Board of Temperance, Prohibition, and Public
Morals, an aggressive and influential propaganda and lobbying
agency in the interest of prohibition and suppression of vice.
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The Anti-Saloon League of America, the political machine
functioning at the National and 48 State Capitals through which
the churches brought about national prohibition and are now
gafeguarding the institution from modification.

The Church Peace Union and its subsidiary, the World Al-
linnce for International Friendship through the Churches,
another agency of the Protestant denominations for pacifistic
propaganda.

These organizations alone expend more than $2,500,000 a year
in their activities, while a multitude of affiliated organizations
expeitd as much more.

With thesze various agencies organized as departments of their
political activity, the churches are aiming to reduce the amount
expended on national defense and to increase the amount de-
voted to the enforcement of prohibition. Millions for prohibi-
tion but not one cent for cruisers represents the attitude of the
church lobby on the pending proposals to increase appropriations
for prohibition enforcement by $24,000,000

Through this appropriation these leaders of the so-called dry
movement would expect to be called upon to suggest law-enforce-
ment officers in sympathy with their motives to be placed on the
pay rolls of the Prohibition Department. The statement was
made on the floor of the House that only 60 per cent of the pres-
ent force of over 2,000 field officers have been appointed pursuant
to the eivil service act applicable to the Bureau of Prohibition.
Informal advices received from the Civil Service Commission
indicate the examination recently held to determine eligibles for
appointment as agents under the Prohibition Department will
not be completed for a year or more. Therefore what are we to
assume? That the remaining 40 per cent of vacancies are to re-
main vacant during this period or are temporary appointments
to be made, thus enabling this organization to wield its influence
in such a manner as to control these appointees.

I have heard it said repeatedly that the actions of the Anti-
Saloon League could easily be likened fo those of the gunman
who meets a law-abiding citizen on the street, sticks a revolver
to his head, and relieves him of his possessions. The only dif-
ference is, a gunman takes a chance with his own life, while
these individuals are extracting money from the taxpayers
without danger to themselves, under the guise of better civic
government for the country.

Reference has been made fo the last presidential election and
the Members of the House have been admonished to keep faith
with the American people. The statement was made that some-
thing like 15 per cent of the electoral vote of the last election
has been interpreted by some as a wet vote and something like
85 per cent as a dry vote. Let me point out that scores of edi-
torials from leading papers all over the country show that
prohibition was defeated in the only two States having a chance
to vote on it—Moutana by 10,000, which gave Mr. Hoover about
26,000 majority, and Massachusetts by 250,000, which only gave
former Governor Smith a majority of about 21,000. A complete
analysis of the vote in the recent election will show that former
Governor Smith received at least 3,500,000 more voies than he
would have received if he had not favored modification.

I contend, therefore, the only real and logical way to enforce
prohibition is to meet the will of the people and repeal the
law now in force. The fanatics of Volsteadism uplift their
hands in assumed holy horror. But I believe that the right of
repeal is as gacred as the right of enactment, The organiza-
tion of citizens for the purpose of bringing about, by legal
means, the modification or repeal of any law which those eiti-
zens congider unwise or unenforceable I submit is commendable.
It is the right of the free citizen to advocate the enactment of
any law based on elementary morality, or the repeal or modifica-
tion of any existing law, and to associate himself with others in
that effort. It is also the right of the people to organize to
oppose any law and any part of the Constitution with which
they are not in sympathy. That is the very base of free speech
and of our constitutional guaranties.

Let us then face the facts as we have them. Hxperience has
taught us during the past few years that the prohibition move-
ment is not in sympathy with the will of the people. The only
alternative, then, is to relieve ourselves of that evil. Let us
clean the slate. Repeal the eighteenth amendment and its
accompanying act, and create new legislation that shall blot out
utterly, for the welfare of our Government and of all our peo-
ple, the terrors of prohibition. Let us have absolute repeal.

Mr, EDWARDS., Mr. Speaker, while there is nothing new in
the arguments heard in connection with the proposed increase
in the appropriation for enforcing the prohibition law, as would
be effected by the Harris amendment, there is great interest in
it. It is of more importance than the casual thinker would
at first conclude. It is of interest to all.

It is a matter of general knowledge that those charged with
the enforcement of the prohibition law have from time to time

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

2577

given “lack of funds” as an excuse for their failure {o more
effectively enforce the law. I am not one of those to admit
the law is a failure, nor do I admit it is merely an experiment,
It was never intended by those of us who framed the eighteenth
amendment to the Constitution that it should be a failure or
merely an experiment. I assert it is neither a failure nor an
experiment. Great progress has been made in the comparatively
short time the act has been in force and in it is a moral issue
that will not down. Whether wet or dry, all admit the open
saloon was an open shame and a menace (o our eivilization.
While conditions are not now as ideal as they should be there
is a marked improvement over the old conditions. None of us
would turn back to conditions as they were prior to the eight-
eenth amendment. The most ardent advocate of rum has to
admit its harmful effects upon those who use it habitually or to
excess.
PEOPLE MUST BE EDUCATED

If prohibition was good and essential during the war, why
is it not good and essential in peace time? If it is important
to have sober citizens who can think sanely and safely during
a period of war, is it not also important that our people be
sober and able to think sanely and safely during an era of
peace? There is nothing more important to a nation, especially
our Nation, than the moral and physical welfare of its people.

No nation is stronger than its citizenship. A sober citizenship
is much stronger than a liguor-debauched citizenship, with minds
inflamed from the poisons of alcoholic beverages. There is no
argument about this, The amendment offered in the Senate
by the senior Senator from Georgia, Hon. WiLtraam J. HaRris,
would give an increase to the prohibition enforcement fund and
would place it at the disposal of the President. This fund could
be used in many ways to help carry on the important work of
law enforcement. It could be used for educational work in
educating the people of the Nation as to the harmful effect of
strong drink, in building up stronger sentiment for law enforce-
ment generally, and in an effort to build a better citizenship.
It could be used to carry messages to the younger generations
as to the importance of keeping the mind free from that which
depletes the mental and physical being. It could be used to
instill a loyal devotion among the old, as well as the young, to
the Constitution of the United States. It can not be argued that
educational work is not necessary, for only recently a man who
was being interrogated in the courts of Washington as to his
qualifications to serve on the jury frankly admitted he did not
know there was any such thing as a prohibition law in the
United States and admitted he had no knowledge whatever of
what the eighteenth amendment to the Consfitution is, In fact,
I doubt if he knows that there is a Constitution at all. He is
not alone in this. There are many others throughout the land
who are as ignorant on it as he is. The light should be earried
to them. A great many people violate the law through igno-
rance, while many violate it for the money they get out of it,
One thing certain, there would be no sales if there were no con-
sumers or buyers. When the people are educated, through tem-
perance, when they fully realize the harm they do in helping
some one else violate the law, there will be less drinking; and
when the people know, especially the reckless young people, that
they are harming and destroying themselves, as well as tearing
the heartstrings of their parents and doing great harm to human
society and to our Government, there will be still less drinking.

It has been said, and I expect with considerable force, that
prohibition came at least 15 to 25 years sooner than it would
have otherwise arrived through the temperance teachings that
were being carried on, That it would have come sooner or
later, despite the eighteenth amendment, there is no question.
It was precipitated through war conditions that arose. Drink-
ing was growing less each year. The good women and the
temperance leaders were making great progress, and the harm-
fulness of strong drink was being stressed everywhere and
many people were refraining from strong drink because they
had learned it was bad for them.

CRIME MUST BE PUT DOWN

It is vital to the welfare of this Republic that its laws be
respected and enforced. To admit that we can not enforece our
Iaws is to admit a weakness that will destroy our Government,
if it is true.

The prohibition question has never been a partisan question.
It ought never to be a partisan question. It is a moral ques-
tion. Some say it ean not be enforced because it has not
sufficient sentiment behind it. That is just the purpose of the
amendment offered by Senator Harris, who is one of the ount-
standing drys of the Nation, to enable those charged with law
enforcement to build up a healthy sentiment that will not only
stand against law violations but will stand like a stone wall
on all issues that make for the best interest and the substantial
moral welfare of our Republic. Sentiment is swinging more
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and more to respect for law and for law enforcement. People
of sound thought, regardless of their views on the prohibition
question as an issue to itself, are coming to the view that a
more wholesome respect for law and for law enforcement must
be built up. If we fail ta enforce one law how long do you
think it would be before highwaymen would be trying to break
down the laws with respect to robbery? How long would it
be before the world-wide monopoly, that fosters narcotic sales,
would start the ery that a man has the right to buy and use
narcotics, and how long would it be before sentiment is under-
mined with respect to that important law? No sane man who
is a “dope fiend ” wants to see his child develop into one. Ng
drunkard wants his son to follow in his footsteps.

We musi do the best we know, not for the present generation
alone, but for generations yet unborn, and we must take a stand,
as good citizens, on these moral questions as they arise. The
milldam that holds back a great pond of water is strong and a
thing to be admired, as it performs its useful purpose, yet if a
little place is weakened and a trickle starts over it, a washing
away and a weakening will take place, as it grows larger and
larger, until a great wide break in the dam occurs. Then it is
inrpossible to stop the flow. Our laws are a great bulwark.
They can be likened to the strong milldam. Our laws hold back
and prevent a great lot of crime. If permitted to be washed
away with maudlin arguments about “ personal liberty " and the
like, the erime wave will become so large that it can not be con-
trolled. The law has ever been the bulwark of our liberties,
QOur liberties are not lost because of law, but to the contrary,
they are protected and guaranteed to us through and by law.
The administration of the law, as to all classes, as to the rich
and the poor, without favor or affection, should be enforced
with equal justice and impartiality to all

Dr. F. Scott McBride as well as Bishop Cannon have been
misrepresented in the debate that has taken place on this ques-
tion, and in fairness to Doctor McBride, -I am inserting his
statement in the Recorp as a part of my remarks, giving his
position with respect to this amendment. Bishop Cannon’s posi-
tion is very much like that of Doctor M¢Bride's.

The statement is as follows:

STATEMENT BY DR. F. SCOTT M'BRIDE, GENERAL SUPERINTENDENT ANTI-
SALOON LEAGURE OF AMERICA, WASHINGTON, D. €., ON THE $2¢,000,000
APPROPRIATION FOR PROHIBITION ENFORCEMENT

I heartily approve of the appropriation of the fund passed by the
Senate and the placing of this fund at the call of the President, to be
alloeated through the different departments having to do with prohibi-
tion enforcement. This can safely be used under a budget by the
departments.

Following the dry victories of the recent electiomn, it was a foregone
conclusion that the dry Congress would give the President, who carries
the responsibility for enforcement, what funds were necessary to aid
him in the enforcement of the prohibition law.

In the very beginning of this discussion I publicly stated that the
fund proposed should be accepted under a carefully prepared budget
presented by the department. Later I called attention to the fact that
the Secretary of the Treasury had not in his letter refused the appro-
priation, and that he had well said that some of the funds should be
used in the Justice Department to give better court service; that other
phases of the work he mentioned should be speeded up; and suggested
that he go over the work and present a more intensive budget as a
proper procedure,

I have never nor do I now favor making so large an appropriation
to any one department, to be expended by that department head without
a budget. That would be poor business, There can not, it seems to me,
be any just objection to placing this fund at the call of the President,
to be directed by him to the different departments having to do with
prohibition enforcement. The amendment to the Harris amendment to
this effect removes what legitimate objections there were to the original
statement.

While the apparent politics involved prevented some of the leading
drys from voting for the appropriation in the Senate, yet it need not
do so in the House and in committee. The House, I think, should
concur in the appropriation.

EVERY WET AGAINST AMENDMENT

As proof that my position is correct in this matter, aside
from the dictates of my own conscience as to what is right, I
assert, without fear of truthful contradiction, that every wet
Democrat and every wet Republican, with the possible exception
of one, and there are many wets in this House, voted against the
amendment that gives the inereased appropriation for dry-law
enforcement. Now, why is this? Why are the wets all against

it? The vote was not on the amendment itself but on the gag
rule the Republican Rules Commitiee brought in here with
which to avoid a vote on the question. Many have taken refuge
behind this rule as a blind, but the question is, Will the people
not peep behind the blind?
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A STRONG APPEAL

The liquor forces are ever alert and active. Every method
is being used that can be commanded by them to diseredit tem-
perance and prohibition. Many drys have been misled into
voting against the Harris dry amendment because they say it
costs too much. If prohibition can be enforced and established
in theory and practice in the United States, its value to this
Republic and the world can never be measured in dollars and
cents. It will be worth all that it may cost.

I have a lefter inclosing a resolution adopted by the College
of Bishops of the Methodist Church South, which is a great body
of good men, making a strong appeal, and, as a part of my
remarks, I am inserting it in the REcorp, because it is along the
right line and should be read far and wide. It is as follows:

BoaRD oF TEMPERANCE AND BocIAL SERVICE,
MEeTmopisT EPIscoraL CHURCH SoUTH,
Washington, D. C., January 25, 1929,
Dear CoNGRESSMAN: We are inclosing copy of action taken by the
College of Bishops of the Methodist Episcopal Church South, at Memphis,
Tenn., on January 1, 1929,
Cordially,

JANUARY 31

JaMES CANNON, Jr., President.
EvceEne L. CRAWFORD, Secretary.

MESSAGE TO THE CHURCH

We would bring to our people another exceedingly important matter.
The people of the United States have by the method prescribed in the
Constitution branded the traffic in intoxicants as criminal. Therefore
we would strongly emphasize that while effective enforcement of the
eighteenth amendment at whatever expense of men and money must be
the persistent aim of the legislative, judicial, and executive branches
of both Federal and State Governments, it is the unguestionable duty
of all patriotic citizens, and especially of all affiliated with the churches,
to be exceedingly scrupulous in their personal observance of the pro-
hibition law.

We call upon our Christian ecitizenship to give hearty, active, and
continuous support to all proper methods and agencles to promote total
abstinence and prohibition observance. We urge our pastors, Sunday
school, and soelal workers to adopt and put into effect an adequate edu-
cative program to develop a steady growth of public sentiment in behalf
of temperance and the observance of the prohibition laws among all our
people, It is a significant and important faet that the bootlegger ean
be quickly put out of business when all the people of reputable standing
cease to patronize him,

We also most respectfully and earnestly appeal to the secular press
of our country—daily, weekly, and monthly—that it emphasize more
frequently the good results which do and would follow the acceptance
and observance of the prohibition law, which law Is fundamenially sim-
ply an effort of organized soclety—that is, the State—to protect itself
and to promote the general welfare by the restriction of the admittedly
unnecessary and frequently hurtful indulgence of the appetite of the
individual citizen. Furthermore, as nearly all the countries in the world
are now grappling with the same evils which are inherent in the trafile
in aleohol, it is vital that our own country should make effective the law
which it has adopted after so many years of experiment and Jabor.

W, A. Candler, Collins Denny, Edwin D. Mougon, John M, Moore,
W. F. McMurry, U. V. W. Darlington, H. M, DuBose, W. N.
Ainsworth, James Cannon, jr., W. B. Beauchamp, Sam R.
Hay, Hoyt M. Dobbs, and H. A, Boaz.

AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS MUST BE PRESERVED

Some assert that the wave of lawlessness and the disrespect
for law is the outeropping of lawless elements that have slipped
into this country from other lands. It is not all due to that
cause. We find far too many of our native stock as defendants
in the criminal courts. Far too many American youths are de-
veloping into criminals, The home training is lacking, I fear, in
many cases, It is a matter of serious eoncern, and men who
think soberly are trying to find the real cause. Whatever it may
be, it should be remedied. Too many people from good families
are in the chain gangs and penitentiaries of this country, There
must be a check to crime, and the check in some measure can
be eflected in the way these good bishops have indicated. A
healthy sentiment for law and order must be built up and main-
tained. Every good citizen shonld do his part. The welfare of
our Republic and our liberties are at stake. The immigration
laws should be tightened up and everything else done that needs
to be done to check the rising tide of crime that is sweeping the
country. The prohibition law is not the only one being violated.
It is not the cause of the crime wave either as some utterly
thoughtless and reckless wets would have us believe. But for
the prohibition law no one can even surmise how serious condi-
tions would have been during this inexplainable erime wave. It
is safe to say conditions would have been many times worse than
they are. Regardless of the cost, this erime wave must be ended.
I think much of it can be cured in the homes and the schools,
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The mothers of the land, always powerful in their Godly in-
fluence, should bend their efforts as never before in the making
of better men and women of their sons and daughters, and all of
us should lend a helping hand in this work that is so vital to our
country.

Mr. MORROW. Mr. Speaker, I followed with keen interest
the debate in the Congress upon the amendment made by Sena-
tor Hargris to the deficiency appropriation bill, said amendment
providing for $24,000,000 to enable the President to determine
methods for the enforcement of prohibition,

The majority party in the House decry this move as a
Demecratic move to rehabilitate Democrats who lost in the
last election with their party again. Still the Republicans pose
as the dry party now, just as they did in the election which
has passed into history.

Had prohibition been the sole issue in the campaign now
history, in my opinion, a somewhat different verdict would have
been rendered. In much of the country the issue spoken aloud
was prohibition, but the issue whispered was religion, and that
un-American spirit, coming from people whose intelligence as
to the knowledge of what constitutes a Christian and the doe-
trine of religions freedom in America was prejudiced, had a
very telling effect upon the election in the interest of the
Republican nominee.

Let us study the question of prohibition as to honest, impar-
tial enforcement of the present law, and in so doing the con-
clusion must be that from the conditions existing in the Nation
that the administration of the same is either incompetent or
corrupt.

There should be some method vigorously put in force by
investigation by some committee with sufficient funds and
power to determine impartially what is wrong. That failure
exists in many cities and other localities, where either there
is no real effort at enforcement or the gquestion of polities is a
controlling factor, is apparent.

The enforcement of prohibition by an orderly and intelligent
method wounld, if the same can be accomplished, be one of the
greatest blessings that could come to humanity,

This not only applies to the United States but likewise
applies to all other countries where alcoholic liquor is manu-
factured and used as a beverage. In my opinion, in order that
this be brought about we must again go back to the educational
feature which was dropped and the law of force started and
now by corruption many of the officers of the law have been
debased through the ill-gained money of the bootlegger until a
considerable percentage of the Nation has become violators of
the law.

The corrupt ring of bootleggers in every city in the United
States at this time is an example of the manner in which pro-
hibition has been enforced. The argument of those in power,
and under whose confrol the enforcement is delegated, is that
there is no proper program whereby this money can properly
be expended successfully. The answer is—what has the party
in power been doing during the eight years that it has been
charged with this enforcement? What has the Secretary of
the Treasury been doing in his organization of the Prohibition
Unit? If he has not mapped out a program in eight years,
and he is to be continued under the incoming President for
four years more, surely unless the necessary funds are supplied
the President-to-be after March 4 so that he can plan a pro-
gram of enforcement, there must be admission by the party
that now controls the reins of Government that prohibition
is a political blind behind which they can hide and still win
by a subterfuge and deception of the citizenship of the country.

It is admitted by the Secretary of the Treasury that there
is great congestion in the courts on account of the vast amount
of prohibition ecases pending, This indicates that violations
are becoming so numerous that many new courts must be
established to handle the violations, which means additional
Jjudges and prosecutors. It would appear reasonable then that
funds are needed, and needed badly, in order that we have a
temperate Nation which our intelligence should justify.

The conditions existing justify Congress in thoroughly investi-
gating prohibition enforcement in the Nation at this time, and
placing the blame where it belongs, for the lack of law enforce-
ment.

That existing conditions nmst ecall for drastic and unwar-
ranted legislation, such as is demanded in the State of Michi-
gan, which has become the moust rabid State in its laws for vio-
lation of the eighteenth amendment, is deplorable. That State is
demanding a penalty for violation of the liquor law of a sentence
to the penitentiary for life; such legislation now is strongly
opposed by the Republican governor, and he is threatening to
veto the aet if it is passed. This same State sent a poor, igno-
rant woman to the penitentiary for life for a third conviction.
It is my belief that just such arbitrary, drastic, cruel power is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

2579

what will cause the public to lose confidence in the purposes of
the law. I want to say that I am a believer in the education of
our people to the need of temperance in the Nation. Let us
examine the thought of some of the real students of prohibition,
and likewise note the faulty and wrong spirit prohibition has
brought to the people of our country.

The head of the National United Committee for Law Enforce-
ment says:

The liquor law is being nullified from one ocean to another * * #
homes are being converted into stills and wildeat breweries; stores of
every variety are being camouflaged into places of distribution as substi-
tute saloons. * * * And yet, while America burns with alcoholic
eruptions and the handwriting flashes on the wall, Congress fiddles and
splits hairs over a penny-ante appropriation in defense of the Con-
stitution,

That same committee sends an ‘ emergency message to the
House,” and states in part:

A MANDATE TO ENFORCE

The country has spoken in emphatie terms on the issne of prohibition.
It selected a candidate committed by platform and speech of acceptance
to the effective enforcement .of the eighteenth amendment by approxi-
mately 7,000,000 majority.

The verdict of the people should be binding upon Congress as well as
the President. The President has made known his policy of a fact-
finding Investigation and enforcement and ought to have the support
of every patriot in Congress and out, until the prohibition policy has had
a fair and impartial trial. For this reason we stand committed to
hold up the hands of the President elect, and believe that he should have
at his disposal, upon ipnduction into office, a sufficient sum of money or
“such part thereof as the President may deem useful * * * to be
allocated as he may see fit.,"”

If such fund is not provided by the present short session, under the
projected plans for an extra session, funds for the scientific investiga-
tion and enforcement of prohibition favored by the President elect
will not be available for months to come, as there would be no ma-
chinery to appropriate such money,

We are sure that the House would not wish thus to hamstring and
hobble President Hoover. For this reason we favor the bill with one
important and vital change.

Thus, when it is claimed by many writers and men who have
studied the prohibition question that the use and sale of
aleoholic and bootleg liquor is being used to-day in a greater
amount than during any period since the enactment of the
eighteenth amendment and the Volstead Act, and that eriminals
are being created by the sale of bootleg liquor, it is time that
definite action be taken.

When those who supported the Republican candidate for
President are claiming that an unprecedented victory was won
on the prohibition issue, it would appear to me that the amend-
ment should be adopted, which places in the hands of the
President sufficient funds for the earrying forward of the en-
forcement of prohibition, if it can be enforced, and which gives
him full diseretion to plan a program for such enforcement of
the eighteenth amendment.

FEDERAL PENAL AND REFORMATORY INSTITUTIONS

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I am directed by the
special committee which was appointed to make a survey and
investigation of all of our Federal penal institutions to present
its report to Congress.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio presents a report,
which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. CoopEr of Ohio submitted a veport from the Special Committee on
Federal Penal and Reformatory Institutions.

The SPEAKER. Referred to the House Calendar and ordered

rinted.

3 Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I would like ion
to have the report which I just sent to the Clerk's desk printed
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous
consent that the report referred to may be printed in the Cox-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. Is there objection?

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to
objeet, may I inquire as to how many pages are in the report?

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Only eight pages.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The report referred to follows:
JANUARY 31, 1929,

Hon. NicHonAs J. LONGWORTH,
Bpeaker of the House of Represemtatives,
*«  Washington, D, O.:
The following report of the committee appointed pursuant to House
Resolution 233, Seventieth Congress, first session, 15 hereby submitted.
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Resolution No. 233 reads as follows:

« Resolved, That a special committee is hereby created, to consist of
five Members of the House of Representatives, to be appointed by the
Speaker. Said special committee is authorized and directed to hold
hearings and to obtain all available information from dependable sources
relative to Federal prison:rs confined in Federal, State, county, and mu-
nicipal prisons and jails; the care of such prisoners as to housing, food,
health, recreation, work, discipline, eclassification, medical treatment,
and other pertinent facts; the rates of compensation paid for main-
tenance and board of such prisoners, the services rendered for such
compensation, and the beneficlaries of such compensation; and the need
for additional Federal penal and reformatory institutions to take care
of the Federal prisoners.

“ Said special committee is further authorized and directed to make a
survey of the employment of prisoners in the penal and reformatory
{nstitutions of the United States and of the several States; to gather
information and statistics from reliable sources of the amount and kind
of goods, wares, and merchandise manufactured, produced, and mined
in such institutions; to ascertain to what extent such goods, wares, and
merchandise come into competition with goods, wares, and merchandise
manufactured, produced, and mined by free labor; and to determine how
such prisoners can be employed regularly and in what manner the goods,
wares, and merchandise manufactured, produced, and mined by such
prisoners can be best disposed of with the least disadvantage to free
lahor.

“ 8aid special committee is authorized to sit in Washington or any
other convenlent place, to administer oaths and affirmatlions, to send
for persons and papers, to employ necessary clerks and stenographers,
the latter to be paid at a cost not to exceed 25 cents per 100 words,
and sald committee shall make a report to the House of Representatives
of its findings, conclusions, and rece dations for legislation on or
before the first Monday in February, 1929, and may prepare bills to
carry out its recommendations for reference to the proper committees
of the House of Representatives. The expenses attendant upon the work
of sald committee shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the House
of Representatives upon vouchers authorized by said committee and
gigned by its chairman, but such expenses shall not exceed the sum of
£20,000."

In the beginning the committee wishes to express its appreciation
for the assistance rendered it in its survey of the situation and its
hearings by Capt. A. H. Conner, the superintendent of prisons, and
his staff at Washington and at the institutions; by Mr. Herbert D.
Brown, Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency, and his organization, includ-
ing Mr. J. B. Bennett, Dr. Amos W, Butler, and Joseph W. Sanford;
by Dr. Hastings H. Hart, consultant in delinquency and penology of
the Russell Sage Foundation; and by Maj. Sidney Brewster, assistant
to the commissioner of corrections of New York City, and other wit-
nesses who met with the committee at its hearings.

FINDINGS OF THE COMMITTEE
MAGNITUDE OF THE FEDERAL PENAL PROBLEM

Immediately after the committee began its work the magnitude and
complicated nature of the problems covered by House Resolution 233
became apparent. For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1928, there was
an average daily population of Federal prisoners in the United States
of 18,606. For the past 10 years the Federal prison population has
increased at an average rate of about 10 per cent a year. Federal
prisoners are confined in the three penitentiaries located at Leavenworth,
Kans,, Atlanfa, Ga., and McNeil Island, Puget Sound, Wash. In the
penitentiaries are confined most of the Federal prisoners sentenced for
more than one year, The United States Industrial Reformatory at
Chillicothe, Ohio, on the old Camp Sherman military reservationm has
been established and construction commenced. The Industrial Institu-
tion for Women at Alderson, W. Va., has been completed. About 150
Federal male convicts are assigned to a road camp engaged in construc-
tion work at Alderson. Juveniles convicted of violating the Federal
penal laws are sent to the National Training School for Boys in the
Distriet of Columbia. In addition to the number confined in these insti-
tutions, there was, during the fiscal year 1928, an average daily popu-
lation of 9,658 persons serving short sentences or awaiting trial in
some 1,100 State, county, and city jails throughout the country.

The office of the superintendent of prisons in the Department of
Justice supervises the care and treatment of all Federal prisoners
and is also responsible for the expenditure of over $8,000,000 annually.
The maintenance and operation of all these institutions invelve per-
plexing questions not only of physical care and discipline of the in-
mates but also problems connected with the operation of prison indus-
tries and the proper application of the technical sciences of penclogy
and criminology.

The committee belleves that the superintendent of prisons and his
staff and the wardens and superintendents of the Federal penal and
correctional instituilons are doing the best they can under the existing
circumstances.

CONGESTED CONDITIONS

The committee found that a very serious crisis confronted those who
were administering the Federal penal system. Due to the lack of a
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proper program and to the tremendous increase in the number of per-
sons arrested, convicted, and committed for violations of Federal penal
laws, the penitentiaries are overcrowded with those gentenced to prison
for more than one year. The committee also observed in all the county
and municipal jails it visited that there was overcrowding and idleness,
It also has received information which leads it to believe that these
same deplorable conditions exist in many of the 1,100 local jails where
short-term Federal prisoners are confined. The committee also found
that the Federal Government has no power to remedy the conditions in
these loeal jails in which persons convicted of offenses against the
United States are confined, and has little or no control over their
discipline, employment, or general care.

The committee found that the Leavenworth Penitentiary now has
within its walls more than twice the number of prisoners it is able to
accommodate. The normal capaclty of the Atlanta Penitentiary is
1,712, and upon the day the committee wvisited it there were 3,107
prisoners in the institution. In both of these institutions there exists
the vicious practice of * doubling-up,” or placing two prisoners in single
cells, Men are sleeping in dark, ill-ventilated basements, and corridors;
improvised dormitories are in use; the kitchen and mess facilities are
overloaded to more than twice their proper capacity. Not only do
these institutions house more than can properly be accommodated but
they have now almost reached their absolute physical capacity, and the
committee does not see how any further prisoners can be jammed
within their walls. The committee also found that no more prisoners
should be confined in the MecNeil Island Penitentiary, not only because
it has reached its proper physical capacity but also because of the re-
moteness of its location in one corner of the country, far from the
center of commitments, and because of the impossibility of securing
sufficient fresh water. Only at the new Federal Industrial Institution
for Women at Alderson, W. Va., did the committee find sufficient facili-
tiee for the proper care of the Federal prisoners committed to that
institution. Temporary structures are being used to house Federal
prisoners gent to Chillicothe, Ohio, pending the carrying out of a per-
manent building program. This program has been authorized by Con-
gress and partly appropriated for. The work on this should go forward
as rapidly as possible, and Congress should see that the funds ara
available for this purpose.

EMPLOYMENT OF FEDERAL PRISONERS

About 850 out of the average daily population of 3,149 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1928, at the Atlanta Penitentiary are employed
in the fabrication of canvas duck and the manufacture of canvas baskets
for the Post Office Department. There are a considerable number of
the inmates who are engaged in the maintenance and operation of the
institution and about 200 are employed on the farm, but hundreds of
the prisoners at Atlanta are in idleness or semi-idleness,

The only industrial activity at the Leavenworth Penitentiary con-
gists of shops to manufacture shoes, brooms, and brushes for the In-
dian Service and certain other Government departments and for the
inmates of the Federal penal institutions. At Leavenworth most of the
prisoners are employed part time, but there is insufficient work to keep
the prisoners properly engaged during ordinary working hours,

CONDITIONS IN NONFEDERAL INSTITUTIONS

Persons convicted or held for violations of United States statutes are
committed not only to the Federal penitentiaries previously mentioned
but are also sent to county and municipal jails, workhouses, and lock-
ups. A few are boarded by the Federal Government in State institu-
tions willing to accept them. In some non-Federal institutions, espe-
cially many county and eity jails, the conditions are most deplorable.
Many of these jails are congested just as badly as are the Federal
penitentiaries at Leavenworth and Atlanta, and in most of these jails
there is no provision for employing the prisoners. There is in many
places no separation of the guilty from the innocent, the sick from
the well, the young from the old, or the hardened criminals from im-
pressionable first offenders. Federal prisoners are simply boarders in
penal institutions and jails which are not subject to any but informal
control of the Federal prison authorities. Therefore the Federal prison
authorities have been powerless to remedy the conditions affecting these
prisoners and persons held awaiting trial or as witnesses. The com-
mittee found that the Department of Justice pays rates of compensation
for the board and maintenance of these prisoners varying from 20 cents
to $1.25 a day.

USE OF PRIBON-MADE GOODS

The law prohibits goods, wares, and merchandise made in Federal
prisons from being sold on the open market. Goods produced in the
Federal institutions must be disposed of only to the Federal Government
and thus only come into indirect competition with free labor amd
private industry, The committee did not attempt to make any survey
of the employment of prisoners in non-Federal prisons and the disposi-
tion of goods produced by such prisoners, because it felt that full
information on this subject was obtained in connection with the hearlngs
of the Committee on Labor of the House of Representatives on the
Cooper bill, H. R. 7720, which divests prison-made goods, wares, and
merchandise of their interstate character.
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CONGRESSIONAL

RECOMMENDATIONS

Congestion in the Federal penitentiaries and other institutions in
which Federal prisoners are held makes it impossible to develop, under
cxisting conditions, a satisfactory method of housing, segregating,
classifying, employing, or properly caring for Federal prisoners. It is
the judgment of the committee that none of these other problems can
be adeguately solved until the existing congestion in the institutions
can be relieved, and, therefore, the committee considered it of primary
importance to secure information as to how this gross overcrowding
can be quickest and best remedied.

1. Administration of prison system: For the first hundred years
following the establishment of the Federal Government little concern
was felt for the relatively few persons who were convicted of violation
of Federal statutes. They were boarded in local jails and State pris-
ons with only nominal and incidental supervision by the Federal
Government, In 1872 jurisdiction over Federal prisoners was trans-
ferred from the Department of the Interior to the Department of
Justice where it has been since that time.- The administration of the
prison system has been in that department of the Government which is
primarily responsible for the prosecution of law violators and the
interpretation of the laws of the Nation. While the Attorney General
is now charged with primary responsibility, the superintendent of
prisons is actually in charge of Federal prisons and prisoners. The
office of the superintendent of prisons is only a small division in the
Department of Justice, and this committee recommends that in view of
the extent and importance of its work it be made a major bureau in
sald department and that the superintendent of prisons be given an
adequate organization to assist him. x

2. Extension of the probation system: The committee has come to
the conclusion, after giving the matter very careful thought, that the
best method of promptly rvelieving the deplorable congestion in the
Federal penitentiaries and in local jails where Federal prisoners are
held would be to extend the Federal probation system. This is also
the unanimous judgment of all criminologists and experts who have
studied the subject. There are at present only six Federal judicial
districts out of a total of 92 in which there are probation officers. In
response to a recent questionnalre sent to the United States district
judges by the superintendent of prisons’ office the judges replied that a
large number of persons convicted in their courts for violation of
Federal statutes and now in various institutions might have been placed
upon probation had they the means and personnel to investigate their
character and trustworthiness. The actual out-of-pocket cost of main-
taining Federal prisoners is about 83 cents a day at the present time.
If the probation system had been in operation and these men placed
on probation instead of being sent to prison there would have been a
large saving in the cost of maintaining Federal prisoners in peni-
tentiaries and jails. This would also have been a great benefit to
soclety as a very large number of these men would be rehabilitated
under the probation system. The committee believes that Congress
should immediately provide funds to pay the salaries and expenses of
probation officers as fast as they can be properly selected. The com-
mittee also belleves that in view of the fact that these probation officers
are selected by the Federal judges and act as personal advisors to the
courts in matters of the greatest importance and the highest con-
fidence, it would be adyisable to give the judges the power to appoint
such probation officers outside the civil-service limitations.

In this connection the committee believes that the entire Federal
parole system should be altered. At the present time the law provides
that the parole boards shall be composed of the superintendent of
prisons, the penitentiary warden, and prison physician, This iz an
unfair and unwise burden to place upon these officials. Practically
all of the States have established independent parole boards, relieving
the wardens and local physicians from service upon such boards and
the committee believes that a law should be enacted by Congress estab-
lishing such a board and giving it full authority to act on parole appli-
eations without requiring the approval of the Attorney General.

3. District of Columbia prisoners: At the time the Federal peni-
tentiaries were visited by the committee there were 473 prisoners in
the Atlanta and Leavenworth Penitentiaries committed from the District
of Columbia for viclations of strictly District of Columbia penal laws.
These prisoners were sent to the already congested Federal penitentiaries
because the District of Columbia prison authorities were unable to take
care of them at the District Reformatory at Lorton, Va., where there
is no walled inclosure or other sufficient facility to hold desperate
prisoners. The committee understands tbat the District of Columbia
has established a reformatory without the physical restraints and bars
against escape usually found in penitentiaries and the Lorton reforma-
tory is being developed along these lines. While this may be a desirable
goal the committee is of the opinion that the District of Columbia should
be required to provide adequate facilities to take care of all classes of
its prisoners.

4. Military prisoners: There are at present confined in the Federal
penitentiaries 17% military prisoners. When the committee visited
Teavenworth It inspected not only the eivil penitentiary but also the
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United Btates military barracks located only a short distance from the
penitentiary. It found that there was ample room in these barracks
to take care of all military prisoners and the committee recommends
that there be transferred immediately to these disciplinary barracks all
military prisoners now incarcerated in the civil penitentiaries and that
in the future nmo more military prisoners be accepted in the already
overcrowded civil penal Institutions. The disciplinary barracks at
Leavenworth has ample facilities for segregation and classification of
all classes of military prisoners. At the present time the number of
military offenders being sent to the military barracks is decreasing, due
to a ruling of the War Department that wherever possible soldiers sen-
tenced for minor infractions of the military regulations be confined
within the respective corps areas in order to save transportation
expenses.

5. Age limits at Chillicothe: The committee believes that it will be
helpful in relieving congestion In the Federal penitentiaries and also
make it easler to administer the United States Industrial Reformatory
at Chillicothe, Ohio, if the minimum age limits for admission to that
institution be removed. The law at present provides that only prisoners
between the ages of 17 and 30 may be admitted to Chillicothe,

6. Nareotic institutions: Congress has passed the Porter bill (H. R.
13645) providing for the establishment of two institutions for the care
of persons addicted to the use of habit-forming narcotic drugs. Nearly
30 per cent of the persons in the Federal penal and correctional institu-
tions come within this eategory, and the establishment of these institu-
tions will offer considerable relief from the existing congestion in the
penitentiaries. The committee feels that the need for these institutions
is immediate and pressing and that every eflort should be made to
expedite their establishment,

7. Establishment of road camps: Congress has before it a bill (H. R.
11285) which permits the utilization of the labor of Federal convicts
in the construction of roads and other improvements on Federa]l reseryva-
tions. If this bill becomes law it will assist in relieving the congestion
at the Federal prisons and help in the solution of the employment
problem, The committee believes that this bill should be given early
consideration.

8. Employment problem in Federal penal institutions: The committee
believes that every effort should be made to provide increased oppor-
tunity for employment of Federal prisoners.

A start toward providing employment for prisoners has been made
at the Leavenworth Penitentiary, where there is a shoe factory and
brush and broom factory in operation, and at the Atlanta Penitentiary,
where there Is a textile mill engaged in making cotton duck for Govern-
ment mail sacks. At Atlanta there is also a shop where men are
employed in making canvas baskets for the Post Office Department,

It is the committee's judgment that Immediate steps should be taken
to establish additional shops in the penitentiaries and other Federal
penal institutions to make additional goods and articles which could be
utilized by the United States Government. There is no doubt but that
there is an ample market in the Federal Government for a suflicient
quantity and variety of goods to keep all Federal prisoners employed.

The law under which the cotton-duck mill was established at Atlanta
provides not only that cotton duck but also all of the mail sacks used
by the Post Office Department in excess of the quantity being manu-
factured by the Post Office Department mail-sack shop in the Distriet
of Columbia at the time the law was passed be made at the Atlanta
Penitentiary. The committee believes that this law should be imme-
diately carried into effect and that there should be no further expansion
of the Post Office Department mail-sack shop. :

There have been sufficient funds earned by the prison industrles at
Atlanta to provide the funds for the construction of an additional
building at once within the walls of the Atlanta Penitentiary, in which
may be housed further employment aetivities, and the committee recom-
mends that a sufficient amount of this money be made available for this
purpose at once, The committee further recommends that necessary
legislation be enacted giving the Attorney General general authority to
establish additional industries in all of the Federal penal institutions.
There will be no need for a separate appropriation for each proposed
additional prison industry if the existing working-capital funds and the
earnings of the present industries may be utilized by being consolidated
into one working-capital fund.

9. Bupervision of non-Federal institutions.—During the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1928, there was an average daily population of Federal
prisoners in county and local jails and other non-Federal institutions
of 9,658, or slightly more than balf of the total Federal penal popu-
lation. In order properly to supervise the care of the Federal prisoners
in these non-Federal institutions the committee recommends that the
law be amended, making it possible for the classification of these in-
stitotions to accord with the services rendered by them to Federal
prisoners. Under the present law the Attorney General may pay only
for the cost of the actuoal and necessary subsistence of Federal prisoners
in non-Federal penal and correctional institutions, and this law has been
construed as preventing the payment for the care and maintenance of
Federal prisoners in accordance with the quality and extent of such
care and maintenance. This law shouli be amended accordingly.
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The superintendent of prisons’ office has only two Inspectors to
supervise the 1,100 non-Federal institutions in which Federal prisoners
are held. Obviously this is an impossible situation and the committee
recommends that funds be provided immediately by Congress to pay
for a sufficient number of inspectors to inspect regularly all State and
local institutions in which Federal prisoners are held, to the end that
the Federal prisoners in local jails actually receive the items for which
the Federal Government pays, and to assist in raising the existing
gtandards of these institutions,

10. Additional institutions: The committee believes that under no
circumstances should the existing Federal penitentiaries at Leaven-
worth, Atlanta, and McNeil Igland be enlarged to accommodate more
prisoners, but that as quickly as possible the prison population in
Leavenworth and Atlanta be reduced to mot more than 2,000 in each
prison. Only in this manner can the vicious practice of placing two
prisoners in cells designed for one be ended. The committee can not
too strongly condemn this practice. The committee belleves further
that there should be two additional penitentiaries established as soon
as possible. One should be in the northeastern part of the country,
located as near as possible to the center of commitment from the
Federal courts, and the other at such place as a board of experts may
determine.

The committee also bellieves that there should be established a hos-
pital for the care of the criminal insane with 500 beds as a beginning,
to which could be transferred the criminal insane now located at Bt.
Elizabeths Hospital in the District of Columbia as well as those
prisoners requiring psychopathic treatment now held in the various
penal institutions. We also recommend that all prisoners on their
admission to Federal institutions be given a psychopathic examination.

The committee also believes that it is necessary to establish in the
immediate future jails and workhouses for Federal prisoners in several
of the more congesied centers of population. The first step in this
direction has already been taken, as the Federal Government has been
compelled to establish a Federal detention jail in New York City owing
to lack of facilities because the New York City authorities are no longer
able to provide accommodations.

The committee earnestly urges:

1. That the narcotie institutions already authorized be appropriated
for and constructed as rapidly as possible,

2, That two new penitentiaries and a hospital for the criminal insane
be authorized as soon as possible,

8. The reformatory at Chillicothe, Ohio, should be pushed to com-
pletion.

4. That the Federal jalls or workhouses to care for short-term and
detention prisoners be authorized at New York City, Boston, Philadel-
phia, Baltimore, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Chicago, 8t. Louis, S8an Fran-
cisco, and such other places as the need from time to time shall
require.

The prison problem is daily becoming more acute and there is an
average inerease in sentence of prisoners of 10 per cent per year, Even the
most prompt building program will have difficulty in keeping up with the
prison population. Responsibility for determining the type of institu-
tions to be established, their location, and their priority should be
placed squarely upon the executive branch of the Government.

Legislation carrying out the recommendations of this committee, in
so far as it is required, will be promptly presented to the Congress,
and we urge its immediate passage.

Respectfully submitted.

Joun G. CooPer, Chairman.
W. F. Korp,

JoHN TABER.

Jorx J. BOYLAN.

THos. M. BELL,

NAVAL APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the Clerk read from
the desk a statement by myself by way of a supplemental re-
port on the naval appropriation bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will read the
statement.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

BTATEMENT BY ME. FRENCH

The House on January 28, 1929, adopted House Resolution No. 278,
requiring in connection with a reported bill or joint resolution that the
House be advised with respect to any proposition in such measures to
repeal or amend any statute or part thereof, the text of the statute or
part thereof which is proposed to be repealed, and a clear indication of
the respect in which modification is proposed,

The report on the naval bill (H. R, 16714) was sent to the Printing
Office on the day House Resolution No. 278 was adopted. Hence, it was
not practicable for the committee to comply with the terms of the mew
resolution in the report.

In compliance with the new rule I submit herewith a statement indi-
cating wherein H. R. 16714, the naval appropriation bill, contrasted
with the naval appropriation act for the current fiscal year, changes or
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modifies existing law, and I ask that the same be prinfed in the RECcoRrD

as part of my report.

Mr. SNELL.
been read?

Mr. Speaker, what is the report that has just

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands it is a supplemental
report on the naval appropriation bill.

Mr. FRENCH.

It is; and I would like to have printed in

parallel columns the proposed change and the law ag it now is.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman desires to have that printed

in the REecorp?
Mr. FRENCH.
tion of the House.

I desire that it be printed for the informa-

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
Mr. BANKHEAD. Is the gentleman going to have his bill
show those provisions that are not authorized by law, if there

be such?

Mr. FRENCH. The matter that I desire to have printed is in
compliance with the new rule and will show proposed language
in the bill and the language of existing law that may be

amended.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman assures us there are no
provisions in the bill that are not based upon existing law?

Mr. FRENCH. Not so far as I am aware; the change of
language clarifies rather than changes the law.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-

tleman from Idaho?
There was no objeetion,

The matter referred to follows:

H. R. 16714

On page 12, lines 3, 4, and 5
the following clause appears, the
italicized matter being new:
“and for transporting members of
such corps to and from ecamps,
ghips, or other designated places
of instruction.”

EXISTING LAW

The Naval Reserve Officers’
Training Corps, established by the
act of March 4, 1925 (U, 8. C.
1137, sec. 821), requires that
it be operated, as far as practl-
cable, in conformity with the Re-
gserve Officers’ Training Corps of
the Army. 8uch law (U. 8. C.

185, sec. 441) provides that—

“The Secretary of War is
hereby authorized * * * to
transport members of such corps
to and from such camps at the
expense of the United States so
far as appropriations will per-
mit L - ""

REREFERENCE OF A BILL

Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that H. R. 16724, introduced yesterday and referred to
the Judiciary Committee, be rereferred fto the Committee on
Claims. I have spoken to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
DyERr], of the Committee on the Judiciary, and that is agreeable
to him. There is every reason why the bill should go to the
Committee on Claims, because it relates to a series or kind of
claims which are regularly coming up one at a time before the
Claims Committee, and which the House has suniformly ap-
proved, recognizing an obligation to those who were injured in
citizens’ military training camps and other military camps.
This bill provides that all such cases be referred to the United
States Employees' Compensation Commission, as are similar
claims for injuries at naval training stations under the pro-
visions of the present law.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Where does the bill belong
under the rules?

Mr, ROY G. FITZGERALD. It goes, in the opinion of the
parliamentarian, under the rules, to the Judiciary Committee.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If it belongs to that commit-
tee under the rules——

Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD. At least it might belong there,
at least under one interpretation; and I am trying to state
now the reason why the present bill should properly go to-
the Committee on Claims in this instance. If any member of
the Committee on the Judiciary objected, of course, I would not
press the request, but I would like to tell why this bill ought
to go to the Claims Committee.

iMr. GARRETT of Tennessee.
mit:

Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course, just the members
of the respective committee ean not and ought not to deter-
mine this matter by agreement among themselves. The whole
House is interested, at least theoretically, in the proper refer-
ence of bills. If this bill properly belongs, under the rules of
the House, to the Judiciary Committee—I know nothing in the
world about it myself—but if it properly belongs to the Judici-

If the gentleman will per-
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ary Committee, of course, it ought to remain within the juris-
diction of that committee. A change like this, of course, would
establish a precedent,

Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD. I would not concede that it
belongs to the Judiciary Committee, but the parliamentarian
thought it did and rather than question that I thought this was
the fair way to present the question to the House with the
reasons why it ought to go to the Claims Committee, By this
course the jurisdiction of the Judiciary Committee is not
questioned and no precedent affecting jurisdiction is set. The
Claims Committee is taking up these claims one at a time and
it is a waste of the timc of both the committee and of the
House, since it is the policy of Congress to compensate on the
basis of the United States employees’ act the young men in-
jured in military and naval training, there seems to be no rea-
son why the cases from the military camps may not be referred
directly to the commission as are the naval claims for injuries
under a general law..

The Claims Committee is the only committee concerned in
the matter practically, It is seeking no new jurisdiction, but
rather to repair an inequality or lack of uniformity in the gen-
eral law which eauses it—the Claims Committee—needless work
and wastes the time of the House,

I might suggest that the bill with provision for the protection
of naval trainees come from either the Appropriations or the
Naval Affairs Committee,

The SPEAKER. The Chair wounld suggest to the gentleman
from Ohio that he defer hig request until to-morrow as the
Chair would like to look into the matter.

Mr. ROY G, FITZGERALD. I will defer the request, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. DYER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to state that the
gentleman from Ohio stated he had spoken to me about this
matter, which he did, and T stated I had no objection myself,
as a member of the Committee on the Judiciary; but I was not
speaking for the committee itself or for the chairman, but only
for myself.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to—

Mr. Vixcexr of Towa, at the request of Mr. Kercmam, for
the day, on account of illness.

Mr. Hucmes, for three days, on account of death in his
family.

Mr, KExT, at the request of Mr. Box, on account of pressing
business. -

Mr., Boux, at the request of Mr. Mapes, for five days, on
account of important business.

Mr. Kunz, idefinitely, on account of illness,

Mr. GREGORY. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous
consent for leave of absence for my colleague the gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. Giteert], who has been called home on
account of serious illness in hiz family.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, granted.

FEDERAL PENAL AND BEFORMATORY INSTITUTIONS

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks on the report just made by the Committee
on Penal Institutions.

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is it a minority report?

Mr. BOYLAN. No; it is not a minority report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr, Speaker, although the committee did not
see fit, for very good reasons, to include the subject I am about
to discuss in its formal report, I think it ought to be brought to
the attention of the House. I am certain from my discussions
with Members of both the committee and the House that they
do not approve the placing of “ undercover” men in Federal
prisons in an effort to spy on the officials and the inmates there.
That has been done, as you all know, by the Assistant Attorney
General in charge of Federal prisons, Mrs. Mabel Walker
Willebrandt.

This action is indefensible on any grounds. I for one can
not understand how any high official could conceive of such a
practice in the United States. They had such systems in Rus-
sia, but even there they have been overthrown, It is certainly
contrary to American traditions, the American system of gov-
ernment and administration, and a sense of decency. I do not
believe that Mrs, Willebrandt's policy is indorsed by the Presi-
dent or by her immediate superior, Attorney General Sargent.
It is my understanding that both of them highly disapprove of
such tactics. Certainly the American people do. For if it con-
tinues, not only in the administration of prisons but in the
enforcement of the prohibition laws, we will become a nation
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of spies, snoopers, and Benedict Arnolds. The House, I believe,
knows the faets in the case, But besides resorting to this
despicable system, the official responsible procured false com-
mitment papers from a Federal judge in Detroit. Her action
is to be condemned in language too strong for expression, in my
opinion. And the only reason I did not insist upon criticism of
her conduct in the formal committee report is that I did not
want to destroy the wvalue of the truly constructive recom-
mendations which our committee has made in connection with
the Federal penal system.

It is almost unnecessary for me to recall this same official's
intemperate and un-Christian speeches during the campaign.
Taking her pulpit in the churches, where only God's message of
brotherly and sisterly love should be spoken, she inflamed the
passions of our people, flonted religion itself, and created bit-
terness which may not subside for a generation. I am willing
to forgive and forget, for I believe she knew not what she did
in her excess of zeal and excitement, but I regret that such a
spectacle should ever have been presented to the Ameriean
people. |

Intemperance, it seems to me, has marked the official con-
duct of this glowing apostle of prohibition and incarceration of
agents provocateur in our Federal prisons. Fanaticism die-
tated her attempt to use the conspiracy clauses of our Federal
laws in prosecution of violators of the Volstead Aect in New
York City. Like the legislators in Michigan, who send respon-
sible mothers of large families to prisen for life if snoopers have
caught her with a pint of liquor on her person, Mrs. Willebrandt
wanted to fill our unhealthy and overcrowded prisons and jails
with hip toters and customers of a speak-easy or two. Thirty
days and fines were not enough for her ; she wanted her victims
to rot and hunger in the dungeons for years. But the juries
showed better sense and a better understanding of human nature
than she did. They would not conviet. And now, after devoting
time and expense to this impossible persecution, the Federal
Government has been forced to abandon its medieval forms of
punishment.

Gentlemen, I regret the necessity of these references, but it is
time that somebody called a halt on the headlong rush of cer-
tain officials swollen by their power. We are still citizens of a
republican form of government. We have not yet surrendered
to the Anti-Saloon League or its representatives in office. I
predict we never will,

ENROLLED BILLS BIGNED

Mr. CAMPBELL, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that that committee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills and a joint resolution of the Honse of the follow-
ing titles, which were thereupon signed by the Speaker :

H. R.9570. An aet to provide for the transfer of the returns
office from the Interior Department to the General Accounting
Office, and for other purposes;

H. R. 11859. An act for the relief of B. C. Miller; and

H. J. Res. 350. Joint resolution to provide for the reappont-
ment of Frederic A. Delano and Irwin B. Laughlin as members
of the Board of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to an enrolled bill
of the Senate of the following title:

S.4979. An act to authorize the city of Niobrara, Nebr., to
transfer Niobrara Island to the State of Nebraska.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now
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Mr. TILSON.
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 40
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Friday,
February 1, 1929, at 12 o'clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

Mr. TILSON submitted the following tentative list of com-
mittee hearings scheduled for Friday, February 1, 1929, as
reported to the floor leader by clerks of the several committees:

COMMITTEE ON FLOOD CONTROL
(10 a. m.)

For improvement of navigation and the control of floods of
Caloosahatchee River and Lake Okeechobee and its drainage
area, Florida (H. R. 14939).

For the improvement of the Caloosahatchie River, Fla,
(H. R, 15095).

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND CURRENCY

(10.30 a. m.)

To amend the Federal farm loan act, as amended (H. R.
13173).
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COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
(10 a. m. and 2 p. m.)

Tariff hearings as follows:

SCHEDULES

Cotton manufactures, January 31, February 1.

Flax, hemp, jute, and manufactures of, February 4, 5.

Wool and manufactures of, February 6.

8ilk and silk goods, February 11, 12.

Papers and books, Febrnary 13, 14.

Sundries, February 15, 18, 19.

Free list, February 20, 21, 22.

Administrative and miscellaneous, February 25.

COMMITTEE ON RIVERS AND HARBORS
(10.30 a. m.)

To authorize the establishment of a national hydraulic labora-
tory in the Bureau of Standards of the Department of Com-
merce and the construction of a building therefor (8. 1710).

COMMITTEE ON THE MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES
(10 a. m.)

Continuing the powers and authority of the Federal Radio
Commission under the radio act of 1927 (H. R. 15430).

BEXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under elause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

789. A letter from the president of Capital Traction Co., trans-
mitting report of the Capital Traction Co. for the year ended
December 31, 1928; to the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

700. A letter from the president of Georgetown Gas Light
Co., transmitting detailed statement of the business of the
Georgetown Gas Light Co., together with a list of stockholders,
for the year ended December 21, 1928; to the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia.

791. A letter from the president of Washington Interurban
Railroad Co., transmitting report of the Washington Interurban
Railroad Co. for the year ended December 31, 1928; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

792. A letter from the president of Washington Railway &
Electrie Co., transmitting report of the Washington Railway &
Electrie Co. for the year ended December 31, 1928; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

793. A letter from the president of the Potomac Electrie
Power Co., transmitting report of the Potomac Electric Power
Co. for the year ended December 31, 1928; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

794. A letter from the Postmaster General, transmitting re-
port with the facts in two claims of Mrs. Walter L. Turner,
postmaster at Lagrange, Ga. for credit on account of losses
sustained in the burglaries of the post office on February 16,
1928, and September 11, 1928; to the Committee on Claims.

795. A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, transmitting
copy of a letter from the Commissioner of Pensions, together
with the eighth annual report of the Board of Actuaries of the
civil-service retirement aid and disability fund (H. Doc. No.
372) : to the Committee on the Civil Service and ordered to be
printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. COOPER of Ohio: Special Committee on Federal Penal
Institutions. A report on the investigation of such institutions
conducted pursuant to H. Res. 233 (Rept. No. 2303). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. HOUSTON of Hawaii: Committee on Naval Affairs.
H. R. 8917. A bill to establish a hydrographic station at Hono-
lulu, Territory of Hawali; without ameudment (Rept. No.
9311). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union,

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. 8. 3770. An
act authorizing the Federal Power Commission to issue permits
and licenses on Fort Apache and White Mountain Indian Res-
ervations, Ariz.; without amendment (Rept. No. 2313). Re-
ferred to the Commitiee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union.

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 16720. A
bill to amend sections 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 25, 29, and 30 of the
United States warehouse act, approved August 11, 1916, as
amended; without amendment (Rept. No. 2314). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.
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Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs, H. R. 16655,
A bill to authorize the survey of certain land claimed by the
Zuni Pueblo Indians, New Mexico, and the issuance of patent
therefor; without amendment (Rept. No. 2315). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 15723.
A bill authorizing an appropriation of Crow tribal funds for
payment of council and delegate expenses, and for other pur-
poses; with amendment (Rept. No. 2316). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. LEAVITT : Committee on Indian Affairs. II. R. 16527,
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to purchase
land for the Alabama and Coushatta Indians of Texas, subject
to certain mineral and timber interests; without amendment
‘(Rept. No. 2318). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 16568.
A bill to repeal that portion of the act of August 24, 1912, im-
posing a limit on agency salaries of the Indian Service; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2319). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr LEAVITT: Committee on Indian Affairs. 8. 5180. An
act to authorize the payment of interest on certain funds held
in trust by the United States for Indian tribes; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 2320). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr. REECE: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 14765.
A Dbill for the relief of Samuel Hooper Lane, alias Samuel Foot;
withont amendment (Rept. No, 2312). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House. :

Mr. IRWIN: Committee on Claims. H. R. 16666. A bill for
the relief of Katherine Elizabeth Kerrigan Callaghan; with
amendment (Rept. No. 2317). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

ADVERSE REPORTS

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII,

Mr, PEAVEY : Committee on War Claims. H. R. 5397. A bill
for the relief of Alexander Boynton; adverse (Rept. No. 2305).
Laid on the table.

Mr. SINCLAIR: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 6516. A
bill to reimburse the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for ex-
penses incurred in protecting bridges on main railroad lines and
under direction of the commanding general Eastern Depart-
ment, United States Army, and the commandant navy yard,
Charlestown, Mass.; adverse (Rept. No. 2306). Laid on the
table,

Mr. SINCLAIR : Committee on War Claimg. H. R. 6517. A
bill to reimburse the Commonwealth of Massachusetts for ex-
penses incurred in compliance with the request of the United
States marshal, dated December 6, 1917, to the Governor of
Massachusetts, in furnishing the State military forces for duty
on and around Boston harbor under regulation 13 of the Presi-
dent’s proclamation; adverse (Rept. No. 2307). Laid on the
table.

Mr. PEAVEY : Committee on War Claims. H. R, 11599. A
bill for the relief of Frank M. Lyon; adverse (Rept. No. 2308).
Laid on the table.

Mr. SINCLAIR : Committee on War Claims. §. 116. An act
for the relief of R. 8. Howard Co.; adverse (Rept. No. 2309).
Laid on the table.

Mr. LOWREY : Committee on War Claims. 8. 4337. An act
for the relief of Booth & Co. (Inc.), a Delaware corporation;
adverse (Rept. No. 2310). Laid on the table.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged
from the consideration of the following bills, which were
referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 16339) granting a pension to Sarah E. M. Fer-
guson ; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred
to the Committee on Pensions.

A bill (H. R. 16574) for the relief of Miguel Pascual, a Span-
ish subject, and resident of San Pedro de Macoras, Santo
Domingo ; Committee on Naval Affairs discharged, and referred
to the Conrmittee on Claims.
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A bill (H. R. 16710) for the relief of certain employees of the
Alaska Railread ; Committee on Claims discharged, and referred
to the Committee on the Territories.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions were
introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WARE: A bill (H. R. 16764) authorizing the State
Highway Commission, Commonwealth of Kentucky, to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Ohio River at or near
Carroliton, Ky.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. HUGHES : A bill (H. R. 16765) to amend section 200
of the World War veterans’ act, 1924, as amended ; to the Com-
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16766) to amend section 202, paragraph T,
of the World War veterans’ act of 1924, as amended; to the
Comnrittee on World War Veterans’' Legislation.

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 16767) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to determine the value of services
and expenses of delegates and representatives of the Chippewa
Indians in the State of Minnesota, sent to Washington, D. C., by
said Indians, and to certify the amount of the Secretary of the
Treasury, for the purpose of making settlement therefor; to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R. 16768) appointing a
commissioner of jurors in each district containing a ecity or
borough thereof with a population of more than 1,000,000 in-
habitants; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R, 16769) to amend section 276 of the
Judicial Code, as amended ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. NEWTON: A bill (H. R. 16770) to permit common
carriers to give free carriage or reduced rates to members of
the Board of Railway Commissioners of the Dominion of
Canada ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. WINTER: A bill (H. R. 16771) granting the consent
of Congress to compacts or agreements between the States of
Wyoming and Idaho with respeect to the boundary line between
said States; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R. 16772) authorizing ap-
propriation to increase the flying ficld area of Governors Island,
N. Y.; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. KEMP: A bill (H. R. 16773) to authorize an appro-
priation for the relief of the States of Missouri, Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Arkansas, on account of roads and bridges
%um&nsg'ed or destroyed by floods of 1927; to the Committee on

of

By Mr. DRIVER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 397) inter-
preting the Mississippi River flood control act of 1928; to the
Committee on Flood Control.

By Mr. COLTON: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 398) to exfend
the period of time in which the Secretary of the Interior shall
withhold his approval of the adjustment of Northern Pacific
l;{md grants, and for cother purposes; to the Committee on

ules,

By Mr. ROY G. FITZGERALD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res.
399) providing more economical and improved methods for the
publication and distribution of the Code of Laws of the United
States and of the District of Columbia, and supplements; to
the Committee on Revision of the Laws.

By Mr. TATGENHORST: Concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 51) to appoint a committee from the Senate and House
to represent the Congress of the United States at the celebra-
tion of the completion of the canalizing of the Ohio River from
Pittsburgh, Pa., to Cairo, I1l., October 15-20, 1929 ; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 16774) granting a pension
to Rosetta Emery ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CRAIL: A bill (H. R. 16775) granting a pension to
Elias M. Littleton; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 16776) for thé relief of
Edward C. Compton; to the Commiftee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

By Mr. GOLDER: A bill (H. R. 16777) for the relief of
Harry A. C. Hall, alias Charles A. Brooks; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H. R. 16778) for the
relief of Mary 8. Howard, Gertrude M. Caton, Nellie B. Reed,
Gertrude Pierce, Katie Pensel, Josephine Pryor, Mary L. Me-
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Cormick, Mrs, James Blanchfield, Sadie T. Nicoll, Katie Lloyd,
Mrs. Benjamin Warner, Eva K, Pensel, Margaret Y. Kirk,
C. Albert George, Earl Wroldsen, Benjamin Carpenter, Nathan
Benson, Paul Kirk, Townsend Walters, George Freet, James B.
Jefferson, Frank Ellison, Harold 8. Stubbs, and the Bethel
Cemetery Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 16779) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Rachel Ann Evans; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 16780) granting a pension
to Ella Girton; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16781) granting a pension to Alfred
Streeter ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PARKER: A bill (H. R. 16782) granting an increase
of pension to Mary A, W. Barr; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. R. 16783) to correct the naval
record of Raymond Wallace; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. STEAGALL: A bill (H. R. 16784) for the relief of
William J. Clark; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SWICK: A bill (H. R. 16785) granting an increase
of pension to Mary Ruff; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16786) granting an increase of pension to
Annie Ensminger ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18787) granting an increase of pension to
Harriet T. Fry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 16788) granting a pen-
sion to Hattie R. Feldman; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. VINSON of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 16789) for the
relief of Goldberg & Levkoff; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 16790) to ratify the action of a local board
of sales control in respect of contracts between the United
States and Goldberg & Levkoff, a firm composed of Joseph Gold-
berg, Samuel Goldberg, Shier Levkoff, and David Levkeff, of
Augusta, Ga.; to the Committee on War Claims,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

8472. By Mr. CARTER: Protest of Keyston Bros., of San
Francisco, Calif., against removing hides from the free list; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

8473. By Mr. CRAIL: Petition of California Railroad Com-
mission, favoring House bill 15621 and amendments thereto; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

8474. By Mr. GARBER : Petition of R. N. Clark, Ponca City,
Okla., urging support of the Norbeck game refuge bill (8. 1271) ;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

8475. Also, petition of the American Farm Bureau Federation,
indorsing House bill 14070 ; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

8476. By Mr. HUDSPETH: Petition of citizens of Alpine,
Tex., asking favorable consideration of Smith-Smoot drainage
bill ; to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.

8477. By Mr. KETCHAM : Petition signed by 84 citizens of
Decatur, Mich., requesting that the House of Representatives
bring to a vote and enact into law House bill 14676; to the
Committee on Pensions.

8478. By Mr. McCORMACK : Petition of Mary E. Giblin, 37
Mayfield Street, Dorchester, Mass., vigorously protesting against
enactment of the so-called Newton maternity bill and the equal
rights amendment to the Constitution; to the committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

8479. By Mr. MOORE of Kentucky : Petition signed by H. W.
Sublett and 29 other citizens of Bowling Green, Ky., protesting
against any change in the present tariff on hides and leather
used in the manufacture of shoes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

8480. By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of the National Committee
on Wild Life Legislation, favoring the passage of the Norbeck-
Andresen game refuge bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

8481. Also, petition of Mirakel Optical Co., Mount Vernon,
N. Y., favoring the passage of the Norbeck-Andresen game
refuge bill ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

8482, Also, petition of the Dykes Lumber Co., New York City,
favoring the passage of the Norbeck game refuge bill (8, 1271) ;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

8483. Also, petition of Mrs. Florence Mosher Gilbert, Briar-
cliff Manor, N. Y., favoring the passage of the Norbeck game
refuge bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

8484. Also, petition of Llewellyn Legge, chief fish and game
division, conservation department, State of New York, Albany,
N. Y. favoring the passage of the Norbeck-Andresen game
refuge bill ; to the Committee on Agriculture.
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8485, By Mr. QUAYLE: Petition of Mirakel Optical Co., of
Mount Vernon, N. Y. favoring the passage of the Norbeck
game refuge bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

8486. Also, petition of Dykes Lumber Co., of New York City,
favoring the passage of the Norbeck game refuge bill; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

8487. Also, petition of Conservation Department, State of New
York, Albany, N. Y., favoring the passage of the Norbeck-
Andresen game refuge bill; to the Committee on Agricnlture.

R8488. Also, petition of the American Indian Defense Associa-
tion (Inc.), Washington, D. €., favoring the passage of House
bill 7204, a bill to anthorize the creation of Indian trust estates;
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

8489. Also, petition of Brooklyn Chapter, Reserve Officers’
Association of the United States, favoring an appropriation sufii-
clent to train 26,000 reserve officers; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

8400. By Mr. SANDERS of New York: Petition of about 1,759
employees and business men affected by the depression in the
gypsum industries in Genesee, Monroe, and Erie Counties, in
western New York State, to impose a duty on raw, partly manu-
factured, and manufactured gypsum ; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

8491. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of North Dakota Hol-
stein Breeders' Association, indorsing the Haugen bill (H. R.
10958) to amend the definition of oleomargarine; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. .

8492, By Mr. WINTER: Resolution from O. G. Rhode, presi-
dent the Sheridan County Farm Bureau, Ranchester, Wyo., urg-
ing adequate protection for domestic sugaf; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

8403. By Mr. YATES: Petition of Constance Hall Totten,
Garfield Park, Chicago, 111, urging support of bill increasing
pensions of Union veterans, Civil War (8. 4559) ; to the Com-
mittee on Pensions,

8494. Also, petition of Clem Sikorg, Chicago, Ill, urging sup-
port of House bill 15526 and Senate bill 3281; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads,

8405. Also, petition of G. W. Mingus, urging support of anti-
alien representation amendment bill (H. J. Res. 102); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

8496. Also, petition of W, F. Judd of National Association of
Leiter Carriers, Bloomington, Ill, urging support of the Dale-
Lehlbach retivement bill (8. 1727) and the La Follette-Mead
short Saturday workday bill (8. 3281); to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

8497. Also, petition of Thomas O. Morris, president Tennessee
Association of Drainage Districts, Obion, Tenn., urging support
of Senate bill 4689 ; to the Committee on Irrigation and Recla-
mation.

84908, Also, petition of Harry L. Gandy, executive secretary
National Coal Association, Washington, D. C., urging support
of House bill 16301 ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

8499. Also, petition of L. D. Garrett, 50 East Forty-second
Street, New York City, urging support of the Black bill (8.
3089) and the MeSwain bill (H. R. 13509) ; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

8500. Also, petition of J. S. Abbotf, secretary Institute of
Margarine Manufacturers, urging support of Haugen bill (H. R.
10958) ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

8501, Also, petition for strengthening of the immigration |
laws, by Stacy Neal, Sorento, Ill, and 90 other citizens of |

Sorento, I1l.; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion.

8502. Also, petition of O. H. Campbell, earrier No. 2, Win-
chester, Ill., urging support of Senate bill 3027; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

8503. Also, petition of W. A, Wallace, committeeman, Virden,
111, urging support of the Capper-Kelly bill (H. R. 11); to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce

8504, Also, petition of U. G. Lee, vice commamder' of William |

McKinley Camp, Chicago, IlL, urging passage of pension bill
(H. R. 14676) ; to the Committee on Pensions.

8505. Also, petition of the Chicago Association of Credit Men,
by J. F. O'Keefe, secretary, urging that the Committee on
Agriculture give consideration to the views of the Illinois-
Missouri joint conference of credit men; to the Committee on
Agricuiture.

8506. Also, petition of H. O. Excell Co., Chicago, Ill., urging
passage of Senate bill 4689 and Smith bill (H. R. 14116) ; to
the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation.

8507. Also, petition of Charles J. Rhoads, president Indian
Rights Association, Philadelphia, Pa., urging support of House
Joint Resolution 374; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,
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8508, Also, petition of citizens of Illinois, urging passage of
the Dale-Lehibach civil service retirement bill (8. 1727); to
the Commitiee on the Civil Service.

509, Also, petition urging passage of Jones-Stalker bill
(H. R. 1069) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8510. Also, petition of George B, Lake, M. D., managing editor
Clinical Medicine and Surgery, Chicago, Ill., urging defeat of
House bill 14070; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

8511. Also, petition of National Association of Letter Car-
riers, urging support of 30-year retirement bill and 44-hour
week bill ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

8512, Also, petition of Wilkinson, Huxley, Byron & Knight,
Chicago, Ill., urging defeat of Senate bill 2366 and House bill
7951; to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

8513. Also, petition of Federal Motion Picture Council in
America (Inc.), urging support of Houose bills 10761 and
13086 ; to the Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Commerce.

8514. Also, petition urging support of Black bill (8. 3089) and
Wainwright-MeSwain bill (11, R. 12306) ; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

85315. Also, petition of the Symington Co., Chicago, IlL, urging
opposition to Senate bill 6G8; to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Coinmerce.

8516. Also, petition of H. A. Meyer, attorney, Greenville, Ill,,
urging support of Pullman surcharge bili (8. 608) ; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

8517. Also, petition of Cora 8. Reid, Daughters of American
Revolution, Springfield, Ill.,, urging passage of the 15-cruiser
bill (H. R. 11526) and Kellogg pact; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs,

8518. Also, petition of White County rural letter carriers, of
Illinois, urging passage of Reece good road bill (H. R. 5659)
and Dale retirement bill (8. 1725) ; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

8519. Also, petition of Daughters of American Revolution, urg-
ing passage of Joint Resolution 11; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8520. Also, petition of Church, Traxler & Kennedy, lawyers,
Chicago, 11, urging support of cruiser bill (H. R. 11526) ; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

8521, Also, petition of official board of the First Methodist
Church, Springfield, IlL, urging support of cruiser bill and Kel-
logg Paris peace pact; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

8322. Also, petition of the United National Association of
Post Office Clerks, of Peoria, Ill., urging support of longevity
bills (8. 3282; H. R. 15083) ; the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

8523. Also, petition of

, urging support of dog exemption

| bill (H. R. 11998) ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8524, Also, petition of board of directors of the Woman's
Club of Springfield, Ill., indorsing the pending cruiser bill; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

SENATE
Frivay, Febiruary 1, 1929
(Legislative day of Thursday, January 31, 1929)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of
the recess.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate resumes the considera-
tion of the unfinished business.

CONSTRUCTION OF CRUISERS

The Senate, as in the Committee of the Whole, resumed the
consideration of the hill (H, R. 11526) to authorize the con-
struction of certain naval yessels, and for other purposes,

Mr. HARRISON obtained the floor.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quornm,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative elerk ealled the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Curtis Hale Mayfield
Barkle, Dale Harris Moses
Bayar Din Harrison Neely
Bingham E Hastings Norbeck
Black Fess Hawes Norris
Blaine Fleteher Hayden Nye
Blease Frasier Heflin Oddie
Borah George Johnzon Overman

L Bratton Gerry Jones Pine
Brookhart Gillett Kendrick fllansde!!
Bruce Glass Keyes Reed, Mo.
Burton Glenn Kin Reed, Pa.
Capper Goff MeKellar Robinson, Ark.
Caraway Gould MeMaster Rtobinson, Ind,
Couzens Greene McNary Hackett
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